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1 . In reply to your letter at Referen ce A, there are s everal differences in the current 
tasking which I have received from H^HHB(as an internal DI55 formal note) at 
Reference B, compared with the work programme envisaged in the proposal at 
Reference C. 

2. Whereas the 1993 proposal would have involved a fully funded 

contract, and hence a formal contract amendment, the current tasking is that I should 
carry out some work (see para 4 below) within the constraints of an existing contract. 
This would be one of many tasks I undertake for the Department and which can be 
done under a current 3 year contract while the funds are present to do so. No extra 
money has been added to the contract for this purpose. 

3. Historically, it is perhaps useful for you to know that, during 1995, subsequent to 
the unsuccessful 1993 initiative, the Department again attempted both in June and 
October to get approval for funding. The timing eventually clashed with the onset of 
Defence Study 18 and the requests were shelved. In the 1995 case the work would 
have been accommodated within an existing budget and undertaken by " 
as is the case now. 

4. Now to the current situation. My remit i:j to build a new database from scratch - 
nevertheless, the whole task is summarised iii just 4 subheadings of a sentence each. 
Thereafter to make a 'categorisation' or any possible explanation of the UAP events. 
As you can imagine, things are not quite as simple as this may sound. 

5. My current progress, in the last few weeks, has been to read all of the 22 files held 
by the Department (although some I had seen previously, as occasionally my 
advice/opinion had been sought in the past). ; This was a prerequisite, so as to scope 
the task. All files prior to 1975, having either been destroyed, or sent to the PRO, at 
least limits the events recorded to a bout 21 yjears. Wor king between otjp^ssential 
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and often urgent DI55 tasks, I have now started to set up the data base, having realised 
that a minimal database will not be adequate. For example, there is no point in having 
a database which just comprises a list/log of events in textual form, unless useful 
information can be easily extracted. Hence, my database structure, when complete, 
must allow investigative and statistical reports to be made. The tool chosen is a 
relational database which, if all goes according to plan, will be capable of providing 
material which should be of use in your answers to PQs and other correspondence. 

6. Once the database format is finalised, new Event Reports will be entered as they 
come in, while there will be a continual lower-rate effort to get all the old reports for 
the last -20 years entered. This is consided essential, so as to provide a good basts 
for any investigative work we might need in the future. As there are literally thousands 
of inputs to make, I am sure you realise that this part of the work will take many 
months to complete. I intend only to include UK reports made within the UK Air 
Defence Region (i.e. within the UKADGE area of responsibility), 

7. There is, of course, the sensitivity of the matter in view of Press and Public 
interest. As you know, the actual sighting reports are all unclassified I intend that 
the data tables are structured so that those containing witness names should be 
CONFIDENTIAL. This might enable the other material to be separated more easily 
for public disclosure, if so desired at some future date. If, as is the current trend, an 
'electronic office' culture develops, the paper reports may diminish anyway. Therefore 
a move towards a properly structured electronically recorded system seems 
appropriate at this stage. 

8. This leads to another important point, that of the current public UFO questionnaire 
format - which was 'invented* in the 1950' s (I know because I filled one in myself 
after a sortie when flying in the RAF at the time). You will already be aware that a lot 
of effort goes into form design when a computerised data base is to be used. The 
current form, which leaves a lot to the initiative of the witness and reporting officer, 
could replaced with a much simpler format. I envisage that much can be done with 
little narrative but mainly with ticked boxes and cryptic yes/no answers - I realise that 
it might be difficult to bring a new form into use without some media reporter or 
ufologist mis- interpretation! One can imagine .... 'MOD UFO Investigation 
Intensifies" ! You may wish to comment on this possibility? 

9. Much of my present task will involve extracting the several (for database purposes) 
diverse bits of information that are often contained within a sentence which forms one 
answer on the present form. To do this effectively I shall have to examine every sheet, 
individually and extract the information and mark it up on paper copies of the new 
form for each table used in the database. My Secretary will then enter the data. It is 
the correlation of these individual elements of information within the total report with 
sources of external information I can construct in other tables (e.g. Space debris re- 
entry data, meteorological phenomena, location of power lines etc.), which will make 
the tool useful for evaluation and categorisation. 

10. Finall y, I wish to keep a low profile. As jj| 
(one could imagine the embarrassmenttoHj^ 
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media knowledge - especially as they woul d undoubtedly soon link these with my other 
known activities on ■■^■■1 and probably connect my long-standing 
involvement with DI55 - which we also wish to avoid. I note you have copied 
Reference A to ADGE1, which includes my name. I would not wish my name to be 
further linked with them because of my^BHBHHI links with that same 
organisation. I have a 50-60% weekly commitment to DI55, but th is is not always in 
OWOB. The rest of the time is spent both nation and worldwide for Wi My 
Secretary. f| f/f always knows my 

whereabouts, should you need to make urgent contact when I am not in London. 
Please do no t use the term UFO on the phone to this number, as it it operator-handled, 
■■■■is, of course, cleared, and would understand the words PROJECT 
CONDIGN and relay any messages. 
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Loose Minute 
D/Sec(AS)64/l 
14th January 1997 



DI55C - 

Copy to: 
ADGE1 

UNIDENTI FIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY 
Reference: 

A. D/DI55/108/15 dated 18th October 1993 

B. D/Sec(AS)12/l dated 16th November 1993 



■■■■■■■■rang Sec(AS)2a recently to say that he was 
retiring and that m his absence you would be looking at the 'UFO' 
reports we routinely copy to DI55c. He also mentioned that you 
nad been contracted to compile a database of reported 'sightinas 1 
and that, once compiled, you would go on to analyse the material. 

2. I should be grateful if you could confirm that the work on 
compiling the database, which I beli eve i s a fairly recent 
initiative, is that envisaged in the ■Contract amendment 
Reference B) R6renCe A (which was su PP°rted by my predecessor at 

3. The contract amendment sets out a number of issues to be 
addressed in the course of this work but mentions only a database 
and a report (it would be helpful to se a copy when produced). I 
am not, therefore, clear on the scope of the proposed analytical 
work and it would be helpful to have some more information on this 

4 . I should add that my concern is to ensure that the line taken 
when answering PQs and dealing with Ministerial and public 
correspondence about *UFO» reports and associated phenomena 
accurately reflects the Department's position. 



DAS 

102No. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
D/DIST/11/10 




25 Apr 97 



SecfASte 

Copy to: 
AOAD1 
PSO/ACAS 
DAO 

Hd Sec(AS) 
DISec 
DPR(RAF) 
AD/DI55 

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA (UAP1 - POLTCY 
References 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 Jan 97 

B. D/DIST/1 1/10 dated 3 Feb 97 

C. D/DAO/1/13 dated 25 Mar 97 

D. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 2 Apr 97 

E. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 22 Apr 97 

1 . My apologies firstly for not responding sooner to your minutes at Ref. Unfortunately it 
took much longer than expected, at the time of my holding reply, to recover from a number of staff 
changes and to give the subject sufficient attention against other priorities. I am pleased that we 
should have this debate since at present there is a significant mismatch between our assumed 
responsibilities and our ability to resource them. 

Policy 

2. Referring to the policy stated in your initial minute (Ref A, Annex paras 1 & 2) an 
immediate difiScuhy arises over the use of the term UFO'. This term is discredited in some circles 
and I think that consistent use of UAP would be much more satisfactory. This would then avoid 
an immediate association with 'extraterrestrial' phenomena and the difficulty which arises in trying 
to distinguish whether events are 'extraterrestrial' or not, a judgement which we are strictly 
incapable of making. While analysis may enable MoD to identify some phenomena, those that 
remain are by definition 'unidentified' rather than 'extraterrestrial'. 

3 . You queried at Ref A, para 3a the extent of DIST interest in UFO reports. We agree that 
MoD's interest has to be related to defence significance but this is not solely to determine whether 
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the UK ADR is breached, as implied by the parenthetical text in your Annex, para 2. DIST's role 
in support of customer requirements is to assess all source intelligence on foreign weapon systems 
and science & technology with military relevance. We have the responsibility to decide which 
sources are most appropriate and how they should be weighted for assessments. We regard UAP 
as a source, akin in some respects to human reporting not least in that the phenomena are reported 
by people and may not be folly appreciated or understood at the time. This intelligence interest 
needs to be explicitly covered in the policy statement and we propose that your Annex, para 2 
should read; 

*MoD's interest in 'UAP' is limited to examining reported sightings to establish if such activity 
might have a defence significance, viz; 

a. whether the UKADR has been breached; 

b. what intelligence is revealed on military capabilities of other countries; 

a whether scientific and technical information of military significance is revealed/ 
Arrangements 

4. Referring to your Annex, para 4, in the light of the above we do not consider that MoD can 
have no interest in extraterrestrial matters and needs to keep an open mind on whether 
'unidentified' phenomena may have significance. Additionally the lack of evidence to date in the 
DIS on the extraterrestrial hypothesis has to reflect the fact that we have not carried out any 
analysis. Effectively the UAP source is unproven for DIST purposes, a situation of concern even 
if we never expect it to be as reliable or valuable as other sources. Two principles therefore arise: 

Reports 

5 . Firstly DIST needs to continue to receive reports in order to make the judgements at para 
3b and 3c above. It seems probable that only credible sources are likely to provide enough 
information for a substantive analysis and we are therefore prepared to constrain ourselves to 
receive reports in the categories at RefD, para 2. 

Analysis 

6. Secondly DIST needs to have an adequate system in order to reference the information. 
In line with developing practices for other source intelligence we need a reliable system for the 
retention and analysis of data. Hitherto the paper records have been much too unwieldy for 
effective action leading to the foiling noted above. The proposed filtering of reports will reduce 
the volume considerably and we need to take the opportunity to initiate a database now. How we 
do this remains to be decided. Our resources are heavily over-bid but it seems essential that we 
establish the database in order to reduce subsequent analysis effort to the minimum. The extent 
to which we incorporate retrospective reports into the database depends on the resource costs. 
At best we would aim to apply the proposed filters in order to reduce the task to manageable 
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proportions. Concurrently we have to decide whether it should be DIS policy to retain the other 
reports or rely on your own archive. I fevour the latter. Once the database is established and 
populated we would commission a limited analysis to determine whether reports possess any 
intelligence, S&T value or discernible patterns (locations, features, performance) and establish the 
residue of significant unidentified events, 

7. This requirement for a database needs to be considered alongside DAO's interests and we 
should aim to develop a angle framework and decide how to share the responsibility for data entry. 

Action 

8. We therefore propose to: 

a. plan in conjunction with DAO and customers how to achieve the database; 

b. implement the plan, sharing resources if appropriate; 
a conduct, in DIST, a limited analaysis of events; 

d. review the situation once the database is accessible and no later than 12 months hence. 




DIST 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
D/DIST/11/10 M 



4 December 2000 



r 




DCDI 
DG(R&T) 
ADGE 

IFS(RAF) (FSATt) 
HQ MATO (OPS (LF) 1) 
AD/DI51 

Copy to: AD/DI55 



UNTDENTTFTED AERIAL PHENOMENA OJAP) - DT55 REPORT 



1. The DIS has 
recently these have 
anything of intelligence 
sighting data could 
Consequently, over 
information taken 
based on data 

the full report, other |addressees 
the main findings 
given on page 3 of 



from 



statistics 



2. The main 
DIS in our assessment 
many of the sii 
unusual phenomena, 
for these reasons 
longer receive copiei 



received copies of UAP sighting reports from Sec(AS) for about 
>een filed with only a cursory look at the contents by DK5 

value could be determined. However, it was obvious thajt 
only be derived by carrying out a Study of a significant sam] 
the past 2 years DI55, under low priority tasking, has compiled 
reports received between 1987 and 1997, and has earned 
A report is now available. With the exception of DG(K&T) 

are being provided with the Executive Summary 
Study. Should you require the full report, or parts of it 
Summary. 



of the 



tlie 



conclusion of the Study is that the sighting reports provide nothing 
of threat weapon systems. Taken together with other evidence, 
;s can be explained as: mis-reporting of man-made vehic 
and natural but relatively rare and not completely understood 
we have taken the decision to do no further work on the 
of sighting reports. 




30 years. Until 
to discover whether 
any value from the 
pie of the reports, 
a database of 
out an analysis 
, who receives 
only, which details 
contact details are 



of value to the 
> we believe that 
es; natural but not 
phenomena. It is 
subject and will no 



4. Although we intend to carry out no further work on the subject, we would value any comments 
you may wish to make on the rep ort. Please direct such co mments to AD/DI55. Finally, while most 
of the report is classified at only ■■^■■f we hardly need remind addressees of the 
media interest in this subject and consequently the sensitivity of the report. Please protect this subject 

1 
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accordingly, and discuss the report only with those who have a need to know 




Enclosure: 

DCDI, 1FS(RAF), HQ MATO, - Executive. Summary 

UKADGE - Execu tive Summary and Volume 3 

DGR&T, ADV55, AD1/51 - Executive Summary and Volumes 1,2 and 3 
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FILE NOTE 

CLEARANCE OF OUTSTANDING DOCUMENT FOR PR CLARKE'S FOI 



REQUEST 

D/SecfAS) 12/ 



Encl osure 150 



Sectio 



CS(RM)l) has 



Enclosure 83 - 
DIST-GM OMB 



Enclosure 70 
DIST-GM OMS 



Enclosure 68 
DIST-GM 




Part A - UFO Policy 



Sectiorg f) 



Sec(AS) file note. Due to content, it has been discussed with [_ 
0M OMS AD) who is content for release. Info-Records 1 (Successor to 
also confirmed his contentment for release. 



DI55 document. Examined, downgraded and cleared for release by 
AD, 



DI55 document Examined, downgraded and cleared for release by 
AD. 



OMS 



DI55 document. Examined, downgraded and cleared for release by 
AD. 



Enclosure 32 - 
DIST-GM 



DI55 document. Examined, downgraded and cleared for release by 
OMS AD. 



Section 40 



DAS-FOI 



Section 



MB 



19 August 200:> 
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D/Sec(AS)/12/l 



Background 

In April we 
to delete the 
our "UFO" files, 
30 year point, 
and myself. 



were asked by Hd CS(RM)1 to reconsider the requirement 
ternal distribution lists from documents contained in 
when they are released into the public domain at the 
This note represents the combined thoughts of " " 



My minute at, 
is DISSc's respons 
existence of DI5£i 
domain for a number 
there would seem 



Enc 138 set out the position to DI55c, and Enc 145/1 
\se. Essentially, the DI55 view is that as the 
and the link to this subject has been: in the public 
3r of years (although never formally acknowledged), 
little point in denying their role any longer* 



equent 



In a subs 
week, he told me 
files which have 
been sanitized o 
It would therefor^ 
already. For us 
internal distribution 
to be a MOD "U" turn 



conversation I had with Hd CS(RM)1 earlier this 
that he has recently discovered that a number of "UFO" 
been released to the Public Records Office have not 
the internal distribution (presumably by mistake), 
appear that this information is in the public domain 
to insist on the continuation of the policy that the 
j-^r, list be withheld now would appear to the public 



- Therefore we 
role of DI55 in 
fraternity" pick 



DI55c' s Role and Views 



- In his minute 
DI55 have been un<|ier 
lack of resources 
over to them, an<U 
file. 



conducted 
actual 



possible threat 
subject were 
that "UAPs" 
threat . He 
initially in the 
would establish 
conducting a more 
would not be poss 
that one way of 
contractor. 





PUBLIC ACCESS TO "UFO" FILES 



need to devise an appropriate line to describe the 
connection with "UFO " reporting, once the "UFO 
this up. 



at Enc 83 W^tl^KEUKM stated that f pr some years 
general remit to advise on "UAPs " but that due to 
they have not been able to study the reports we send 
the reports' were merely glanced at? and placed on 



concluded that it was not possible to advise on the 
mplications of "UAPs" unless some short study into the 
"^-ted to determine whether there is any firm evidence 
ly exist and if so whether they indeed pose any 
thought that the topic might be worthy of limited study - 
form of a review of the data held by DI55 - which 
whether it was worthwhile devoting resources to 
wide ranging study. In his note he said that it 
ible to divert any of his officers to the study, but 
overcoming this would be to enlist the services of a 



He sought 
confirmed that 
nothing more 
aware nothing fur 



S$c(AS)'s support for the limited study and at E85 we 
were content with his proposals. We have heard 
this proposed review of data and as far as I am 
:her has been done about it* 



wie 
aboiat 



Sec (AS) 2a Perspective 



From the 
impression that 
conviction that 
conducted . 



- It is important 
fraternity" of t 
unusual aerial 
extraterrestrial 



Proposal 



Suggest that 
' involvement • / ' rol 
Records on those 
public domain prec 

If, however, 
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tone of ^i^Bs note at E83 I do not get the 

there is any urgency in the requirement, or any 
there is a real need for this assessment to be 



that we use this opportunity to disabuse the "UFO 
tie notion that DI55 receive copies of reports of 
activity to look exclusively for : evidence of 
activity which is of defence concern. 



we should not seek to hold the line on keeping DISS'S 
V out of the public domain; the revelations from CS 
files with unexpurgated references already in the 
ludes this . 



, we are to be open about the role of DISS, we need 
carefully to construct the description of that role* The "UFO lobby 1 * 
will doubtless see in all this much to get excited about: cover ups; DI 
research and sinister implications thereof; a change in the 
Department's line, * ' ' ' " 

about etc. 



- As to the line 
amendment . Reports 
establish whether 
significance . DI55 
such branch. 



On research 



and speculation about what might have bought this 

/ we don't think our current line needs much if any 
are looked at by experts within the Department to 
what was seen represents anything of de fence 
[which generally do what?? check with iflHHfis one 



we need to know what is already in the public domain 
the truth is to our knowledge that no 'research' 
has been undertaken by MOD - by DISS or anyone else. 



on this. However i 
into the phenomena 

What DI55 are planning is to review existing data to determine whether 
any research is justified. But as this is yet to be established, and 
represents possible future plans, we are under no obligation to reveal 
the fact. I 



Essentially, ye don't do research into the phenomena; we haven't 
done any; we only |would if thefe were some good reason for doing so - 
ie. evidence of a threat. It remains that case that no threat has been 
discerned which has been attributed to an unidentified flying object. 
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D/DI55/108/15 
18 October 1993 
Sec (AS) 2 

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY 

1. For some years we have had a general remit to advise on 
Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP) but have never been able to 
devote any effort except filing of reports. A cursory glance at 
the files indicates that over the years a large amount of data 
has been accumulated. I We have never therefore established if 
UAP f s exist and, if they do, whether or not they pose a defence 
threat to the UK. Some recent events, and a cursory examination 
of the files indicate that the topic may be worthy of a short 
study * 

2. I am aware, from intelligence sources, that Russia believes 
that such phenomena exist and has a small team studying them. I 
am also aware that an informal group exists in the US 
intelligence community and it is possible that this reflects a 
more formal organisation. 

3. It is probable that the vast majority of the reports on file 
have reasonable explanations, such as military aircraft, 
balloons, clouds, satellites and possibly stealth aircraft. 
However, there appear to be a residual number of reports that can 
not be so easily explained, and if true, may merit further study. 



oh 



4. It is difficult to meet our remit of advising on possible 
threat implications since we have never studied the topic of 
UAP's. You will recall at a recent meeting with AD DI 55 that he 
was proposing an initial study of our files to determine the 
whether or we should apply any significant effort to the matter. 
Since we are unable to divert any of our desk officers or 
existing contractors to the study we propose to modify an 
existing long term contract and take on board another contractor. 
DI 55 have been using contractors, cleared to far higher levels 
than most intelligence staff, with complete success for many 
years. I believe that opening a new contract especially for this 
study and using competitive tendering would potentially expose 
the study to too wide an audience and thus we propose modifying 
an existing BAe contract. The manager is a former DIS officer and 
well known to DI 55. When the contract was last renewed we 
received a very competitive price and will obviously keep costs 
to a minimum. I am anticipating a man year of effort maximum at 
this time. Since a potential exists for political embarrassment 
the study and output will be graded SECRET UK EYES B. 

5, I have attached a draft copy of the proposed amendment to 



the contract- Although this study will be undertaken by the DIS, 
with due account of the sensitivities, I believe that I should 
seek your support for this limited study. 



Section 40 



Wing Commander 

DI55C 

OWOB 
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Attachment : 

1 . Proposed Contract Amendment . 
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UNCLASSIFIED 




ATTACHMENT 1 

AMENDMENT DETAILS 

1. Item Numbers * Add: 

"4* Provision of a degree level engineer , with a wide 
aerospace background, to prepare a Unidentified Aerial 
Phenomena (UAP) database and produce reports in accordance 
with the detailed technical requirements at Annex "B" ♦ The 
contractor will be located at the Old War Office and will 
require appropriate security screening. DI 55 will 
interview proposed candidates and provide required hardware 
and software. 

2 . New Annex B . 

11 1. This work package has 3 main elements, the production 
of a data base, the production of a report, and possible 
follow on activities as directed by DI 55. At present it is 
envisaged that the study will last for up to one year. 

3. Data Base . The data base should contain the minimum 
following features: 

a. A discrete event number for each incident. 

b. Details of location (s), including any military of 
economic potential targets. 

c. Times and dates - 

d. Details of witnesses. 

e. Details of the event to include size, shape, 
colour, speed(s), noise, other effects such as effects 
on electronic equipment or ignition systems 

f* Any possible explanation, such as military 
exercises etc. 

g. A categorisation of the event as follows: 
1 - Probable NATO/civilian aircraft. 

2. - Probable space-based event such as meteor, 
re-entry vehicle or planet. 

3. - Probable hoax or publicity stunt. 

4. - Unidentified. 

A> ^ Report . The contractor is to read all available DI 55 



UNQkASStHED 



reports , be aware of major UAP publications , and produce a 
report that will summarize the data. The contractor will 
specifically: 

a. Classify, types of UAP. 

b. By examination of reported sightings/locations 
comment on possible explanations/missions. 

c. By examination of reported sightings/locations 
comment on possible vehicle performance parameters. 

d. Comment on any evidence for advanced technology 
and especially propulsion systems. 

e. Comment on the possibility that any events are 
caused by devices other than vehicles operated by 
members of NATO. 

f. Propose an improved UAP reporting format, if 
required . 

g. Propose possible data collection methods, if 
required. 

4, The work will be undertaken at the Old War Office 
Whitehall. All reports will initially be graded Secret 
unless otherwise instructed by DI 55, 

There may be a long term requirement for additional studies post 
the production of the report and the data base. 
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RESTRICTED 





I - 2 JIK1993 



D/DI55/108/15 



1 June 1993 



Sec (AS) 2a 




UFOS 



1. You may be interested to hear that at long last I have had 
some funds allocated for serious UFO research. The study will 
include a review of our data, the construction of a data base, 
a detailed review of specified incidents and recommendations for 
the future. Needless to say we do not want this broadcast and it 
is for your information only. 

2. I have heard that there is a conference at Sheffield Poly 
in August, I would be grateful if you have any further 
information . 




Wing Commander 

DT55c 

owob kM«W«U!il« 
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D/DI55/108/15 
28 April 1993 
Sec (AS) 2a 

PUBLIC ACCESS TO UFO FILES 
Reference: 

A. D/Sec(AS)12/l dated 29 Mar 93. 

1. At reference you asked for my views on witness privacy and 
internal distribution lists for files about to be released under 
the 30 year rule. 

2. Witness Protection . I see no reason why this information 
should be protected for longer than the normal 30 years. 

3. Internal Distribution . This is a finely balance decision to 
make. Public acknowledgement of investigation of UFOs by an 
intelligence branch would lead many people to erroneous 
conclusions. Although DI 55 do not operate covertly we do not 
court publicity , and publicity could affect our main task. Some 
books have mentioned an association of DI 55 with UFO 
investigation but they have no real evidence of this and in any 
event I see no reason to confirm any link. On balance I believe 
that mention of AI(Tech) should be deleted. 
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Reference DI52/TMCK/I 

Arrived in my hotel room at approx 2305 and tuned in to Radio 1 "The Nicki 
Campbell Programme". I had heard last night (3St.h) that he was going to 
broadcast a ''very controversial" interview regarding UFO's* it was due to start 
at 2230 so I've probably missed a lot! 

The interview was with a Tim Good (I believe). He started expounding about his 
knowledge of UFO's and that 6 alien craft had arrived on our planet! He claimed 
that senior people in Whitehall and the states know cf the reality of these 
events. 

He said this was the "most sensitive area in the UK Intelligence field of all 
time*'* Sources had made him aware of MOD intelligence in Northumberland Avenue, 
and that there was a section DI55 working on this topic in a locked and guarded 
room No 801 (I think he said). He claimed that the facts relating to UFO's was 
classified 37 levels higher than Top Secret! Numerous references were made to 
an ex NASAphysisist Bob Lassare. Apparently, alien craft had been studied, and 
their propulsion systems were so sophisticated technically that engineers had 
taken years to derive an understanding. Instantaneous motion. An ex astronaut 
(I think) Gordon Cooper had chased UFO's. There was video film of them in the 
Nevada desert. One planet he quoted where aliens had come from (37 light years 
away[)was Zeta PaAt^&ui . NORAD track such craft daily he claimed. 

He claimed further that the states have a 'Black Budget* for such Projects - 
making it unaccountable to the senate. \^ *$ta j t v -JAfr*/ 

When asked if he believed George Bush„had ever seen one of these "quarantined"? 
craft, he said he was sure that he had, as they were "available". Parts "of 'his 
dialogue was linked to the Bible and spiritualism as a way of justifying the 
reality of such phenomina presumably. He mentioned ASC - alternative space 
craft. With that the interview ended. 
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Nicki Campbell asked listeners to phone in if they were interested to find out 
more. If response was good, he would try and set up a tele link with the states 
(one of his sources) tomorrow evening (20th). 

I'm new to DI (4 weeks). I sat down and spent 30 mins considering what I 
should do. I didn't have any phone numbers to ring so decided to go to the 
office(b^taxi) (I may put in a bi^^te^^Couldn* t find any next of kin lists 
for EEBflBiKiH or anyone else. Used EEBHBRKil ^B phone to make him aware of this 
(via his HOME Button! 1 ) This was at a^ODOSI guess. He asked me to contact 
the Duty Officer in MB whictj^Idid. Rather than talk on the phone, I went 
across and told Sqn Ldr EBSffifiB t he above. He didn't seem unduly concerned, but 
said he would pass the details over to the "day shift". 

I can't vouch 100% for the accuracy of my recollections above, but took lots of 
notes throughout the programme so am reasonably confident about names and 
statements made* It's now 0150 - I'm tired . I should have listened to Radio 4 
perhaps! Maybe not. Hope I did the right thing. 
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Recommendations 

I think it would be prudent to obtain a copy of the transcript of the interview, 
in order to verify/correct the foregoing for accuracy. I guess then its down to 
considering whether there is a justification for the security services to take 
the matter further in view of what has been broadcast. 
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FILE NOTE 

CLEARANCE OF OUTSTANDING DOCUMENT FOR PR CLARKE'S FOI 
REQUEST 

Request 2. - D/DIST/1 1/10 -LM entitled UNIDENTIFIED PHENOMENA STUDY 
dated 3 February 1997, DI55 document. Examined, downgraded and cleared for 
release by DIST-GM OMS AD. 

Three associated papers : DI55/108/15 - LM entitled UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL 
PHENOMENA dated 22 nd January 1997, DI55 document. Examined, downgraded 
and cleared for release by DIST-GM OMS AD. 

D/DIST/1 1/10 - LM entitled UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA (UAP) - 
POLICY dated 25 April 1997, DI55 document. Examined, downgraded and cleared 
for release by DIST-GM OMS AD. 

D/Sec(AS)64/l - LM entitled UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY 
dated 14 th January 1997, Sec(AS) document. Downgraded and cleared for release by 
myself. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 

D/DI ST/1 1/10 - t q«A 

3 Feb 97 

Sec(AS)2 

Copy to: 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY 

Ref: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 27 Jan 97 

1 . Thank you for reference on the discussions on the possibili^f^tud^nto unidentified 
aerial phenomena (UAP). This is a holding reply, not least because ^^iiiB who is central 



to this matter, is on terminal leave from the RAF and not available to advise for some weeks, (U) 



2. Howe ver I wish to poin t out now that reference to planned DI55 activity conveys too firm 
an imnressionfSggnfWg^M had been investigating what might be achieved within our current 



resources prior to seeking any commitment. He had sought your views because in the past your 
branch j^a^qrted an (unsuccessful) applicat io n for additional resource to create a^ectronic 
database . The interest of your brooch has also been evident from many occasions over the last 
20 years when DI55 has responded to your shor t notice demands to undertake extensiv e manual 
searches of the current and very large paper-based UA P archive, (S) 

3. In addition to your requirements we also consider there are several other parties who have 
an interest in the data as an intelligence source. However our ability to adequately exploit the 
data is severely constrained by lack of resources and the limitations of the paper based archive. 
While I rejected the specific application for additional resources ment ioned ab ove I remain 
concerned that we are not in a position to conduct intelligence assessment, which leads me to 
question whether there is any point in maintaining the archive. Once we have investigated further 
I would welcome a discussion over what the customer requirements are and whether we are 
resourced to meet them. 
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Loose Minute 
DI5 5/108/1 5 
22nd January 1997 
Sec (AS)2 

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA 

References: 

A D/Sec(AS) 64/1 dated 14 January 1997 

B. D/DI55/108/15 dated 1 1 December 1996 

C. D/DI55/108/15 dated 16 November 1993 



■0 



DAS 

102No. 

JO FFB 2Q05 



1 . In reply to your letter at Refere nce A, there are several differences in the current 
tasking which I have received from EHSBfiEiU t as an internal DI55 formal note) at 
Reference B; compared with the work programme envisaged in the proposal at 
Reference C. 
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2. Whereas the 1993 proposal would have involved a fully funded^^^^^^^^^ 

contract, and hence a formal contract amendment, the current tasking is that I should 
carry out some work (see para 4 below) within the constraints of an existing contract. 
This would be one of many tasks I undertake for the Department and which can be 
done under a current 3 year contract while the funds are present to do so. No extra 
money has been added to the contract for this purpose. 

3. Historically, it is perhaps useful for you to know that, during 1995, subsequent to 
the unsuccessful 1993 initiative, the Department again attempted both in June and 
October to get approval for funding The timing eventually clashed with the onset of 
Defence Study 18 and the requests were shelved. In the 1995 case the work would 
have been accommodated within an existing budget and undertaken by| 
as is the case now. 
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4. Now to the current situation. My remit is to build a new database from scratch - 
nevertheless, the whole task is summarised in just 4 subheadings of a sentence each. 
Thereafter to make a 'categorisation' or any possible explanation of the UAP events. 
As you can imagine, things are not quite as simple as this may sound. 

5. My current progress, in the last few weeks, has been to read all of the 22 files held 
by the Department (although some I had seen previously, as occasionally my 
advice/opinion had been sought in the past). This was a pre-requisite, so as to scope 
the task. All files prior to 1975, having either been destroyed, or sent to the PRO, at 
least limits the events recorded to about 21 years. Working between oth^essential 
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and often urgent DI55 tasks, I have now started to set up the data base, having realised 
that a minimal database will not be adequate For example, there is no point in having 
a database which just comprises a list/log of events in textual form, unless useful 
information can be easily extracted. Hence, my database structure, when complete, 
must allow investigative and statistical reports to be made. The tool chosen is a 
relational database which, if all goes according to plan, will be capable of providing 
materia! which should be of use in your answers to PQs and other correspondence. 

6. Once the database format is finalised, new Event Reports will be entered as they 
come in, while there will be a continual lower-rate effort to get all the old reports for 
the last -20 years entered. This is consided essential, so as to provide a good basis 
for any investigative work we might need in the future. As there are literally thousands 
of inputs to make, I am sure you realise that this part of the work will take many 
months to complete. I intend only to include UK reports made within the UK Air 
Defence Region (i.e. within the UKADGE area of responsibility). 

7. There is, of course, the sensitivity of the matter in view of Press and Public 
interest. As you know, the actual sighting reports are all unclassified. 1 intend that 
the data tables are structured so that those containing witness names should be 
CONFIDENTIAL. This might enable the other material to be separated more easily 
for public disclosure, if so desired at some future date. If, as is the current trend, an 
'electronic office' culture develops, the paper reports may diminish anyway. Therefore 
a move towards a properly structured electronically recorded system seems 
appropriate at this stage. 

8. This leads to another important point, that of the current public UFO questionnaire 
format - which was 'invented' in the 1950's (I know because I filled one in myself 
after a sortie when flying in the RAF at the time). You will already be aware that a lot 
of effort goes into form design when a computerised data base is to be used. The 
current form, which leaves a lot to the initiative of the witness and reporting officer, 
could replaced with a much simpler format. I envisage that much can be done with 
little narrative but mainly with ticked boxes and cryptic yes/no answers - I realise that 
it might be difficult to bring a new form into use without some media reporter or 
ufologist mis- interpretation! One can imagine ....'MOD UFO Investigation 
Intensifies" ! You may wish to comment on this possibility? 

9. Much of my present task will involve extracting the several (for database purposes) 
diverse bits of information that are often contained within a sentence which forms one 
answer on the present form. To do this effectively I shall have to examine every sheet, 
individually and extract the information and mark it up on paper copies of the new 
form for each table used in the database. My Secretary will then enter the data. It is 
the correlation of these individual elements of information within the total report with 
sources of external information I can construct in other tables (e.g. Space debris re- 
entry data, meteorological phenomena, location of power lines etc.), which will make 
the tool useful for evaluation and categorisation. 
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J0J<inally, I wish to keep a low profile. As|_ 

Jone could imagine the embarrassment to the EBSffifiE if my activities were 
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media knowledge - especially as they wou ld undoubtedly soon link these with my other 
known activities on I | and probably connect my long-standing 

involvement with DI55 



which we also wish to avoid, I note you have copied 
Reference A to ADGE1 , which includes my name. I would not wish my name to be 
further linked with them because of my S^^MI BBB links with that same 
organisation. I have a 50-60% weekly commitment to DI55, but t his is not alw ays in 
OWOB. Th^^sUrfth^im^ for^^^BTRijM 
SecretatyBSaUSUliffll | always knows my 

whereabouts, should you need to make urgent contact when I am not in London. 
Please do no t use the term UFO on the phone to this number, as it it operator-handled. 
"| is, of course, cleared, and would understand the words PROJECT 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
D/DIST/11/10 
25 Apr 97 



Sec(AS>2 

Copy to: 
AOAD1 
PSO/ACAS 
DAO 

Hd Sec(AS) 
DISec 
DPR(RAF) 
AD/DI55 

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA OJAPt - POLICY 
References 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 Jan 97 

B. D/DIST/1 1/10 dated 3 Feb 97 

C. D/DAO/1/13 dated 25 Mar 97 

D. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 2 Apr 97 

E. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 22 Apr 97 

1 . My apologies firstly for not responding sooner to your minutes at Ref. Unfortunately it 
took much longer than expected, at the time of my holding reply, to recover from a number of staff 
changes and to give the subject sufficient attention against other priorities. I am pleased that we 
should have this debate since at present there is a significant mismatch between our assumed 
responsibilities and our ability to resource them. 

Policy 

2. Referring to the policy stated in your initial minute (Ref A, Annex paras 1 & 2) an 
immediate difficulty arises over the use of the term UFO'. This term is discredited in some circles 
and I think that consistent use of UAP would be much more satisfactory. This would then avoid 
an immediate association with 'extraterrestrial' phenomena and the difficulty which arises in trying 
to distinguish whether events are 'extraterrestrial' or not, a judgement which we are strictly 
incapable of making. While analysis may enable MoD to identify some phenomena, those that 
remain are by definition 'unidentified' rather than 'extraterrestrial'. 

3 . You queried at Ref A para 3a the extent of DIST interest in UFO reports. We agree that 
MoD's interest has to be related to defence significance but this is not solely to determine whether 
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the UK ADR is breached, as implied by the parenthetical text in your Annex, para 2. DIST* s role 
in support of customer requirements is to assess all source intelligence on foreign weapon systems 
and science & technology with military relevance. We have the responsibility to decide which 
sources are most appropriate and how they should be weighted for assessments. We regard UAP 
as a source, akin in some respects to human reporting not least in that the phenomena are reported 
by people and may not be fully appreciated or understood at the time. This intelligence interest 
needs to be explicitly covered in the policy statement and we propose that your Annex, para 2 
should read: 

'MoD's interest in 'UAP' is limited to examining reported sightings to establish if such activity 
might have a defence significance, viz: 

a. whether the UKADR has been breached; 

b. what intelligence is revealed on military capabilities of other countries; 

c. whether scientific and technical information of military significance is revealed. * 
Arrangements 

4. Referring to your Annex, para 4, in the light of the above we do not consider that MoD can 
have no interest in extraterrestrial matters and needs to keep an open mind on whether 
^unidentified* phenomena may have significance. Additionally the lack of evidence to date in the 
DIS on the extraterrestrial hypothesis has to reflect the fact that we have not carried out any 
analysis. Effectively the UAP source is unproven for DIST purposes, a situation of concern even 
if we never expect it to be as reliable or valuable as other sources. Two principles therefore arise: 

Reports 

5 . Firstly DIST needs to continue to receive reports in order to make the judgements at para 
3b and 3c above. It seems probable that only credible sources are likely to provide enough 
information for a substantive analysis and we are therefore prepared to constrain ourselves to 
receive reports in the categories at Ref D, para 2. 

Analysis 

6. Secondly DIST needs to have an adequate system in order to reference the information. 
In line with developing practices for other source intelligence we need a reliable system for the 
retention and analysis of data. Hitherto the paper records have been much too unwieldy for 
effective action leading to the failing noted above. The proposed filtering of reports will reduce 
the volume considerably and we need to take the opportunity to initiate a database now. How we 
do this remains to be decided. Our resources are heavily over-bid but it seems essential that we 
establish the database in order to reduce subsequent analysis effort to the minimum. The extent 
to which we incorporate retrospective reports into the database depends on the resource costs. 
At best we would aim to apply the proposed filters in order to reduce the task to manageable 
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proportions. Concurrently we have to decide whether it should be DIS policy to retain the other 
reports or rely on your own archive. I favour the latter. Once the database is established and 
populated we would commission a limited analysis to determine whether reports possess any 
intelligence, S&T value or discernible patterns (locations, features, performance) and establish the 
residue of significant unidentified events. 

7. This requirement for a database needs to be considered alongside DAO's interests and we 
should aim to develop a single fiamework and decide how to share the responsibility for data entry. 

Action 

8 . We therefore propose to: 

a plan in conjunction with DAO and customers how to achieve the database; 

b. implement the plan, sharing resources if appropriate; 

c. conduct, in DIST, a limited analaysis of events; 

d. review the situation once the database is accessible and no later than 12 months hence. 
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Loose Minute 
D/Sec(AS)64/l 
14th January 1997 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY 
Reference : 

A. D/DI55/108/15 dated 18th October 1993 

B. D/Sec(AS)12/l dated 16th November 1993 





^-'JSHmI |rang Sec (AS) 2a recently to say that he was 

retiring ana mat m nis absence you would be looking at the 'UFO' 
reports we routinely copy to DI55c. He also mentioned that you 
had been contracted to compile a database of reported 'sightings' 
and that, once compiled, you would go on to analyse the material. 

2. I should be grateful if you could confirm that the work on 
compiling the database, which I beli eve is a fairly recent 
initiative, is that envisaged in the BBSS w ^ tract amendment 
attached to Reference A (which was supported by my predecessor at 
Reference B ) . 



3 . The contract amendment sets out a number of issues to be 
addressed in the course of this work but mentions only a database 
and a report (it would be helpful to se a copy when produced). I 
am not, therefore, clear on the scope of the proposed analytical 
work and it would be helpful to have some more information on this 
aspect . 

4, I should add that my concern is to ensure that the line taken 
when answering PQs and dealing with Ministerial and public 
correspondence about 'UFO' reports and associated phenomena 
accurately reflects the Department's position . 
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Request No.3 

DI55 decision to no longer receive UFO reports. D/DIST/^/IOdated 
4 December 2000. Examined and cleared for release by f EE|DIST-GM 
OMS AD) 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA (UAP1 - DK5 REPORT 

1 . The DIS has received copies of UAP sighting reports from Sec(AS) for about 30 years. Until 
recently these have been filed with only a cursory look at the contents by DI55 to discover whether 
anything of intelligence value could be determined. However, it was obvious that any value from the 
sighting data could only be derived by carrying out a Study of a significant sample of the reports. 
Consequently, over the past 2 years DI55, under low priority tasking, has compiled a database of 
information taken from reports received between 1987 and 1997, and has carried out an analysis 
based on data statistics. A report is now available. With the exception of DG(R&T), who receives 
the full report, other addressees are being provided with the Executive Summary only, which details 
the main findings of the Study. Should you require the full report, or parts of it, contact details are 
given on page 3 of the Summary. 

2. The main conclusion of the Study is that the sighting reports provide nothing of value to the 
DIS in our assessment of threat weapon systems. Taken together with other evidence, we believe that 
many of the sightings can be explained as; mis-reporting of man-made vehicles; natural but not 
unusual phenomena, and natural but relatively rare and not completely understood phenomena. It is 
for these reasons that we have taken the decision to do no further work on the subject and will no 
longer receive copies of sighting reports. 

3. In addition to this major conclusion^ however, the study produced subsidiary findings which 
will be of interest to addressees. The potential explanations of UAP sightings, the characteristics of 
natural atmospheric phenomena and the consequences of sightings from aircraft will be of interest 
to those responsible for flight safety. 




4. Although we intend to carry out no further work on the subject, we would value any comments 
you may wish to make on the report. Please direct such comments to AD/DI55. Finally, while most 
of the report is classified at only RESTRICTED UKEO, we hardly need remind addressees of the 
media interest in this subject and consequently the sensitivity of the report. Please protect this subject 



accordingly, and discuss the report only with those who have a need to know. 
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Thank you for your email and letter of 21 July in response to my Freedom of 
Information requests* 

The material arrived early last week and I was grateful for the trouble you took in 
answering the questions posted in two earlier email messages* 

The outstanding matters now relate to material from my 19 January and 17 June requests 
which have been with-held subject to consultation with other departments and/or 
subject to authority to downgrade information for release. 

My records indicative that from my 19 January request this includes: 

1) from file D/Sec (AS) 12/1 Pt A - UFO Policy one enclosure subject to consultation 
with another department and 7 enclosures which are classified documents "withheld ^/ 
subject to authority to downgrade .. for release" 

2) 4 papers including D/DIST/11/10 dated 3 February 1997 relating to UFO policy y 
matters also awaiting downgrade from classified status. 

3) DIST letter dated 4 December 2000 detailing reasons for decision to no longer 
received UFO reports from DAS - also awaitng downgrade for release. 

From my 17 June request: 

4) Copy of DI55 UFO policy file D/DI55 . 108 . 15 Pt 4, passed to DI55 so far without y 
response . 

I note with reference to outstanding requests 1-3 that in your email dated 17 March 
you indicated that the person dealing with the release had returned from holiday and 
"he believes that most of (if not all) the information. .. could be released" and 
therefore I should receive most of the information before Easter. 



It is now over 6 months since my original request {19 January) and I wonder if you 
could provide an update on progress with these requests and if possible a date by 
which I should expect to receive the outstanding material. 

Two small points in reply to your letter of 21 July: 

Point 3 in your letter relating to my request for copies from file HdS4 (Air) /BF 82 re 
the House of Lords Debate, The copies you supplied were the ones I was seeking and I 
do not wish to request any further material from this file. Is it reasonable to assume 
that file HdS4 (Air) /BF 82 and D/DS8/25/3 Pt A - UFOs Parliamentary Correspondence 
1977-78 (your point 4) will be among the files offered to TNA when the next transfer 
of documents takes place? 

Do you have a date when the next collection is likely to occur? 

Finally, I understand from one of the responses to questions on the MoD FOI Reading 
Room that the Information Commissioner has recently approved an application to open 
two new classes of information on UFOs in the Publication Scheme. Am I correct in 
presuming these classes will include a) your UFO database and b) the file on the 1993 
Cosford incident? 



Yours sincerely 
Dr David Clarke 



1 
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D/DAO/1/13 
lS Mar 97 
SEC(AS)2 
Copy to: 
PSO/ACAS 

DAO , 
DI ST I. 
Head of Sec (AS) 
DI sec ' 
AD/DI55 •ffjfa} 
DPR(RAR> ^"^^i 




milDENSIFIED FT.YTNG QBJRrTfl fI1PQ i pnTT „ v 

References : 



A. 
B. 

1. 



D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 14 Mar 97. 
D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 Jan 97. 



need ^f^^ 1 ^^*^ A remi * din * of the 
background o/inlrelfing pubUc inures? re ?° rts a * ainst « 

our dffiiSa le M^i^ R a e r er6nC , e ^ -call 

airspacl, or 'the u^dI mlv" be* £ h^ 06 that UK national 
aircraft of potentiallv £5h-T? 7 has been ' Penetrated by 
orbiting sateUUes are mSSI?.?™™ w J th ^t authorisation. 
COMSEC implemented accounted separately and appropriate 

at second j ^ y of with fS^lS" JST 8 in T ture ' are -P-ted 
night in areas where we ha^lit?i* «H ftequently over ^nd or at 
as at great height/if the^ exist JSff? COVer ' Those described 
only Pylingdalel has tracking a^^J le above radar cov er, as 
and in space, some reports desert^ ^/ n . the e ^o-atmosphere 
manoeuvre, speed and 3£rw «hfSS f- objects in terms of 
knowledge and that whSh P ™ ?i C £ lle beyond our engineering 
powers. M th3t Whlch could be reasonably expected froS hostile 

^ioriSS^'tSSe 4 ^: suf f f f ic?en?{ the ?\ f ?"' ^ assessing and 
warranted, an active £ Mtly sickly fc o provide, where 
be needed we are con^X^V Mor f over ' when interceptions may 
drawdowns 'at thr e S n of r ?he e co?J S£"Sd ^ adines ^ fo ^°wing ^ 
in responding from northern S«« ?J the f ons ^erable time lag 
south, espe=f a uy i?~ S^S,,^ JS^S^^*^ 



REDACTIONS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



sightings are unli kel /to^K 

b4tweenrSi?h e SSw S Ru^?^^ SU ° h s t ghti ^ s h ^e been few and fa/' 
capable ' o? pSnrtMtiSSS P^tially hostile poSrSbeiS 

no hostile poSIr coi?? SasonSb^v^f/^ 7 h ^Hf altitudes; Shi?I 
sightings, because of the ?aSae or j H??° n ? ib K f ? r low ^vel 
in the context of i™. ^„?? g * political risk involved, excern- 

fught Pi^^Li^^Ln^Sir 11 ' fc diverting ir ™ 

As yof ar'e^in'fSlTf SSi ^^d'li^^ C ° nSUming 
explored in the oublir rf^^S sightings are frequently 

seeking extra-teSeitH HZl* f ^ n by or Sanised societies/ 
judgement at %S2 1 ex P lanatj -°ns . Whilst using best 

explanations that "thS cost of thS L?~v, dOWn r f c ? rds - Neither do 
satisfy the public for ?! ™7„ ^ search cannot be justified" 

if thetru?h P cannot be f ound oSt Si??*?? 8 ■ their fiction that 

Pcf and^xcL^ Perished on 

questions and ever oreatL Sri The consequences are further 
do not contradict ourselves? lmS taken to ensure thafc we 

bringfLtot^JicI over^he" ItJ*^ W^llY as the us 
such as GlobS? siar D?rk sLr ^S^f high fl * in 9 capabilities 

^ly^tToS i cT?- OtS^n^nfeil 1 ? loUow? * 
penetration^ airspace A^ivi?fef J^S taking in unauthorised 
require monitoriSg^r^ontro^oy^he ^ W ° Uld Clearl * 

exaceroIt?ng r ?he e stS^ ±S a ^ SO likel Y to b °™' 

planets? and emerlina inL?S5i e ^ ? onti ™inS discoveries 'of 
least non-intellioen? ? g °£ circuras tances needed for at 

life marcoSmonly 9 occur with^h^ s P eCUla 4° n that P lanets «"* 
that our rock alon^ ?« I hat . change of Perception, arguing 

sterile nn?hVr,J ls a teeinina - and verdant speck in a vast and 

fSSd L'SStSStS ?o y en?o?cfth' ?2 rSW S d i ng aS th * ai«Sh oSce 
more SO/ with She LoSlSS^L^ ldea that the world "as flat; 

idea of L?™T™ us f s . o£ Physios, we cannot rule out Entirely the 
is therefore protoblfcoSec?. ™ ° P6n "' ind ° n these " atters 

or Gow™IL!l < . fine judgement whether nro sightings are MOD matters 

given Sr^, resp ° n 4 bilitles best looted with other agencies 
given the unproven nature of a vast majority of reports? I 



REDACTIONS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



in g^^n^S^t^St^ mod because of 

tjje Mof^ examination outside 

covert investigates wouTd £ l£ 0l i y ? onvil "=ed, however^ §£t h 
inevitably disced /?hey lid L^t^t 7 f ?5 war ^- When * 
has been made" or that "aoLrnSfnJ ■ lstaken ldeas that "contact 
we don't." ShouL wf de?idf ?egSL^v W ?S r t ed ' *? owin S some?ning 
then we might look at how the us hll h^Si A ; vest Wte UFO reports, 
for example, the targeted search andled som e aspects with, 

signals which attracts lit?? t ™,k?? deep s P ace f °r artificial 
of course, is "RosweU" 1 ^ p?astic H?^ 1 ^ The inside, 
alien capture and reverse enainelr in „ I 3 ! ^sible proof of 
investigation practices? engineerin S* What are us reporting and 

i^r^g^hSSlg;^ a^niiLati?n ri "? rily -, t0 aUtomate 
operators, infrequently Switching t^SSt incidents so that 
unlrkely phenomena, react in a forn^fn h T Y routi nes to consider 
Reaction and reDortino »Li * "fused and consistent way 
practices nScSSKJ ?or hlndlfnS fi^* Sindlar to thSJi 
potentially we could mimic till 9 f Ji£S Safety incidents, and 
is needed to support accurate hand ??n^f^ a com P u ter based system 
and to allow easy extracUoS of MsiSrica? Sf? ^ 11 * ° f incidents? 
response or retrospective studv Sur£ S *1 d ? ta ? or Parliamentary 
air defence requirement. " " * SyStein 15 not, per se, an 

^ani«aS e 25 e tSdlS 'VL 6 ! 2*X res ^ s i^litie S/ 
defence forces ? i™2 1 g * T ^ ese matte *s are not for the air 

Public re^fng^ tha'oS^frc. 
to which we contribute inf?eo\ientlv Ji y 9 over nment business 

direct air defence interest Sd ™ jSj 11 there are otters of 
known air movements tit Lavs' wLn £fVS Casions ' to excl nde 
to the best of our -Miff-?!? y £ tasked to respond, we do so 

similarities we hLe fnn^ ^^ However, pq s that ask what 

years ago, or W ?o count £h1m lelve STShr^f^* 18 and those of 

paperchases or in making ,.- s embroiled in dusty 

when we are not fuUy^gpJS f° Spectlve assessments of incidents 

^S 1 J e IS2 B th5 a ".iSS a fuSJ on 11 ?^ ?S 1 had i^ended, but 
The policy is fin* Uy on the table as we see them 

s r e%-co^ide^io^ 

of a minority of incident^ JhS? 2f e need to fund investigation 
we need an elertwSS Sybase" anS lnex P licab le; above al 

aata£3ase and management system against which 



REDACTIONS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 





From:B^jgjI£!j| 1 ^ / 

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information v^boi 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

5 th Floor, ZoneH, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A2HB 





Telephone (Direct dial) 020 721 8 21 40 

(Switchboard) 020 7218 9000 



e-mail das-ufo-office@mod.uK 




Dr David Clarke 



Your Reference 





Dear Dr Clarke 

I am writing in response to your two e-mail messages of 17 th June in which you asked some 
questions about the contents of D/Sec(AS)12/l Part A, and made a farther Freedom of 
Information request. I apologise for the delay in sending a substantive reply. 

First I will address your questions. For ease of reference I will number these replies in the same 
order as your letters. 

1 . When releasing information it is at the discretion of government departments whether they 
wish to remove the names of officials who work within the department. 

Generally this is considered on a case by case bases and may depend on such factors as the 
sensitivities of the area they work in, whether their name is already in the public domain and the 
age of the documents. Our duties to the individual to protect their personal information has also 
to be considered. MOD has been developing policies on all aspects of the release of information 
over the last few years in preparation for the introduction of the Freedom of Information Act and 
in these early months of FOI this continues to evolve. While the release of information will 
always be considered on a case by case basis, it has recently been decided that the names of 
officials will not be redacted from copies of released documents in the future unless there would, 
for example, be harm caused to the individual by releasing this data. With regard to the 
Rendlesham papers, the incident and many of the records were already 20 years old at the time of 
release and it was not considered necessary to remove these details. 

2. Science 3(RAF) no longer exists. We have located a copy of the MOD telephone directory for 
the period which shows that this branch was part of the Assistant Chief Scientist (Personnel) 
(RAF) and their duties are described as "RAF Selection, training, manpower modelling, flight 
safety, air traffic services, and social factors affecting recruitment and retention of RAF 
personnel." Searches of the archive database have not identified any surviving UFO records from 
this department still held by the MOD. 

3. I understand that in 1967 it was decided to preserve records of UFO reports because of the 
increased public interest in the subject. However, there are no policy records for this period still 
held by the MOD so it is not clear whether it was intended to include only UFO reports (not 
policy, correspondence or parliamentary business) or all records about UFOs. We know of no 
formal agreement with The National Archives that they would accept any of these records 
indefinitely. During our work to identify and locate all the surviving records held by the MOD on 
UFOs it has become clear that a number of files have been destroyed and I suspect this may be 



• because different incumbents of the branches within the MOD who were responsible for these 
records have used their judgement as to which files to preserve and this has inevitably lead to the 
destruction of some records. In recent years, with the introduction of the Code of Practice on 
Access to Government Information and now, the Freedom of Information Act, there has been a 
change in the type of correspondence we receive, from people wishing to tell us about their 
sightings, to requests for information held by tii^lOIX In response to this we have tried to 
preserve everything we can on the subject and^^^^^|and his staff look out for any UFO 
related documents when reviewing MOD files. As requested, attached at Annex A is a list of UFO 
related files which are known to have been destroyed. 

Moving on to your request for information. 

la&b). File D/DS8/10/209 Part E (General Briefs & Reports, UFO Correspondence, Reports) 
was opened on 2 November 1982 and closed on 10 May 1983. The file contains four letters from 
Ms Randies and some associated correspondence. None of these letters refer to a meeting at MOD 
Main Building in August 1983 and there is no other relevant information on this file. As Ms 
Randies has provided her permission for the release to yourself of copies of her correspondence, I 
have enclosed these for your information. 

File D/DS8/1 0/209/1 Part A (General Briefs & Reports, UFO Correspondence-Reports) was 
opened on 6 May 1983 and closed on 23 October 1983. This file contains no correspondence with 
Ms Randies, or any reference to a meeting at MOD Main Building in August 1983. 

In addition to the files you mentioned I have also asked the department responsible for air 
Defence matters to search D/DD Ops(GE)10/8 Part K (Admin & General, UFOs) for any relevant 
information. This file was opened on 1 1 January 1983 and closed on 27 June 1983. The file 
contmnsnopapers about a meeting in August 1983. There is however, correspondence between 
yi^lMilliJj M and Ops(GE)(RAF) in March 1983 concerning radar at the time of the 
Rendlesham incident. This was not a pre-meeting briefing, but followed a letter from Ms Randies 
dated 28 February 1983 in which she claimed there was "evidence of radar tracking". I am not 
sure if this is relevant to your request, but I have enclosed copies of these documents for your 
information. 

As D/DS8/10/209 Part E was closed in May 1983, 1 have also examined 
D/DS8/10/209 Part F (General Briefs & Reports, UFO Correspondence). This part was opened 
on 10 May 1983 and closed on 22 February 1984. This file contains only one letter from Ms 
Randies dated 1 st August 1983 which makes no mention of a meeting and there are no other 
relevant papers on this file. A copy of Ms Randies letter and kfl81fi!il P l^^B ren1 v is enclosed. 

These files consist of all the known surviving UFO files available for this period. 

I can therefore only conclude that there are no surviving papers relating to the meeting with Ms 

Randies. 

2, Your request for a copy of D/DI55/108/15 Part 4 (UFO Policy 1996) has been passed to DI55. 
I have yet to have a response, but I will hasten them on your behalf. 

3. Please find enclosed the two documents from file Hd S4(Air)/BF 82 which I informed you 
about in my e-mail of 21 June 2005. You also made a further request for a copy of a signal from 
the British Defence Staff (Air) in Washington dated 19 August 1976 from this file. I can inform 
you that this file was not opened until 13 July 1978 and does not contain a copy of the signal. You 
may wish to be aware that UFO files for 1976 are already open at The National Archives, With 
regard to the remaining papers in this file, it is impossible to say whether you have already had 
copies of all the documents without examining every page (the file contains more than 250 pages) 
and trying to match them with the large amount of information you have been sent in response to 



your previous requests. Such an exercise would be extremely time consuming and likely to exceed 
the time permitted in accordance with the FOIA. However, if there is something in particular you 
are seeking, I will see if this is amongst these papers. 



4. Please find enclosed copies of correspondence between US of S (RAF) and Nicholas Edwards 



MP in June 1977 concerning a letter from 
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I can confirm that the Community Relations Officer at nearby RAF Brawdy was 
H^EU^Band details of this are also enclosed. A few details have been 
remove^^iese are personal to 

a3llg!igBjMand another member of the public. There is no evidence that the Provost and 
Security Service Flying Complaints Flight was asked to make inquiries into these events. 



asked to visii 



I hope this is helpful, I will hasten DIS for the outstanding papers from both this and your earlier 
request and will contact you about these again as soon as possible. If this information does not 
address your requirements or you wish to complain about any aspect of the handling of this 
request, then you should contact me in the first instance. Should you remain dissatisfied, then you 
may apply for an internal review by contacting the Director of Information Exploitation, 6th 
Floor, MOD Main Building, Whitehall, SW1 A 2HB. 

If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your complaint to the 
Information Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50 of the Freedom of Information Act. 
Please note that the Information Commissioner will not investigate your case until the MOD 
internal review process has been completed. Further details of the role and powers of the 
Information Commissioner can be found on the Commissioner's website, 
http://www.infonnationcommissioner.gov,iik . 



Yours sin rarely 
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File Reference 


Period of contents 


Title 


File destroyed 


AF/X58/64 Part 1 


1968 

(Last enclosure 22.2.1968) 


UFO Policy & Policy Statements 


16.3.1990 


AF/X58/64 Part 2 


1970 

(Last enclosure 31 .2.1 970) 


UFO Policy & Policy Statements 


15.3.1990 


AF/1505 Part 2 


1970 

(Last enclosure 1.7.1970) 


Parliamentary Enquiries on UFOs - 
Prime Minister's Folders 


15.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/1/1 Part I 


1978 

(Last enclosure 11.1 .1978) 


UFOs - Reports & Correspondence- 


19.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Part D 


1978 

(Last enclosure 25.8.1978) 


UFO Reports & Correspondence 


19.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Part E 


1978-79 
(Last enclosure 10.1.1 979) 


UFO Reports & Correspondence 


19.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/3/1 Part A 


1979 

(Last enclosure 15.1.1979) 


UFO Parliamentary Correspondence - House of 
Lords Debate- January 1 979 


22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/3/1 Part B 


1979 

(Last enclosure 15.2.1979) 


UFO Parliamentary Correspondence - House of 
Lords Debate - January 1 979 


22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/1 Part A 


1979 

(Last enclosure 18.1.1 979) 


UFO Policy Statements 


16.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/3 Part B 


1979 

(Last enclosure 25.1 .1979) 


UFO Parliamentary Correspondence 


20.3.1990 


D/DS8/76/2/4 Part C 


1979 

(Last enclosure 24.9.1979) 


UFO Reports (June-October 1979) 


22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/1 Part B 


1979 

(Last enclosure 4.12.1979) 


UFO Policy Statements 


20.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/5 


Not known 


UFO- Solar Satellite Power Station 


19.3.1990 











D/DS8/75/3 Part C 


1982 

(Last enclosure 1 1 .2.1982) 


UFO Parliamentary Correspondence 


22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Part J 


1982 

(Last enclosure 12.2.1982) 


UFO Correspondence 


26.3.1990 


D/DS8/1 0/209 PartH 


1984 

(Last enclosure 24.12.1984) 


General briefs & reports, UFO Correspondence 


26.3.1990 


D/AirDef/1 11/6/4 Part A 


1988 

(Last enclosure 9.4.1988) 


Command, Control, Communication & Information - 
Air Traffic Control - Low Flying UFOs 


15.11.1989 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 Part B 


1988 

(Last enclosure 2.8.1988) 


Command, Control, Communication & Information - 
Air Traffic Control - Low Flying UFOs 


2.8.1988 


D/Air Def/1 1 1/6/4 Part C 


1989 

(Last enclosure 27.1 .1989) 


Command, Control, Communication & Information - 
Air Traffic Control - Low Flying UFOs 


15.11.1989 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 Part D 


1989 

(Last enclosure 17.10.1989) 


Command, Control, Communication & Information - 
Air Traffic Control - Low Flying UFOs 


26.11.1989 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 Part E 


1990 


Command, Control, Communication & Information - 
Air Traffic Control - Low Flying UFOs 


26.11.1991 
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Defence Secretariat Division 8 



Miss J Rondles 



0/0S8/ 10/209 
t& April 1983 
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Thank you for your recent correspondence on the subject of UFO*, 

As regards your offer to summarise the reports held by this Deportment there 
really is very little to summarise. I attach a copy of a blank report form 
showing the type of information we require together with a couple of examples 
of completed reports {with the name and address of the informant deleted for 
reasons of confidentiality). I am sure you will agree that, although we hold 
a iarge number of reports, each one is indeed very brief. 

Turning now to your interest in the sighting at RAF Woodbridge in December 1980 
I can confirm that USAF personnel did see unusual lights outside ths boundary ' 
fence early in the morning of 27 December 1980 but no explanation for the 
occurrence was ever forthcoming. There is however, no question of the account 
being a cover-up for a crashed aircraft or testing of secret devices as you 
suggest, nor was there any contact with "alien beings". 

I understand that an article on the Woodbridge sighting has been published 
in the magazine "OMNI" {Vol 5 No. 6) in which you may be interested. 



Sffl 
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Jenny Randies 



February 4 1983 
Dear Sirs, 




Thank you So? your recent reply to my letters of last year on the subject of UFO 
reports* 

I appreciate that you probably find my repeated letters a nuisance since you do n 
not regard the collection of UFO sightings as one of your primary duties*This I 
appreciate #Tour responsibility is to protect the defence of this country, and it 
is evident that UFOg (as you rightly say) do not represent a defence threat. The 
problem is rather one of scientific merit; which is why your decision to release 
the material for scientific scrutiny is one to be much appluaded. 

Haturally, I recognise that there will be certain materials that will not be 
releasable, because to do so might compromise national defence. By thaj* I mean 
possible circumstances where sensitive information has been used in attempt inglo 
elliminate certain identification possibilities. I doubt very much that you have 
a flying saucer looked up in an airbase somewhere! 

Another problem, of course, is the question of confidentiality of the individ&j* 
who reports the experience. In many instances that person probably would not object 
to any serious attempt by outsiders to study the phenomenon be has reported. But 
I respect the problem that this causes for you. 

You advise tbat you are studying the best means by which to release the files. 1* 
would seem to me that the aramount of data which you possess must be considerable 
since experience in Australia indicates that the Koyal Australian Air Force Fils 1 ? 
were extensive enough; and from published figures in Britain that you have rel$tf^ 
the files you hold must be greater still. 

The actual mechanism by which you make this volume of data available will clea^ 
be a problem^Fo release just summaries, for example, would clearly be in your 

interests from the point of view of time consumption. But this would be likely to 
lead to suspicions on some peoples part that you are keeping back the most 
evidential data* 

tou could, of course, afford access to the data to any bonar-fide individual} aSn^Vj 
that is a process that would be likely to be very e^ensive in terms of time fcr 
you to undertake-, with what is, after all, a low prt>rity item. 

I would have thought that the simplest means would be to delete sensitive refere^*& 
from the files and lodge a copy of the whole set with some reputable scientific 
interest who are willing to offer them to public access (subject to certain 
guarantees that would protect the confidentiality of witnesses). 

In previous letters I have proposed that you might consider let me have access 
the files at your offices before these are made aoces sable to the public* This 
could be done in a similar way to which Mr Bill Chalker h^s been given access fa 
Australia* Here be signed a document to guarantee the confidentiality of all 
witness names in the files he studied. He has since described the content of the 
material very thoroughly in Australian UFO publications. This has largely defused 
interest and concern in the files in that country, so reducing the work which -fct 
RAAP may have been called upon to handle simply by saying...* the files are now 
access able* . 

I appreciate jour point that if you gave access to me you mi^xt feel it difficult 
to justify in the face of requests from other sources* However, I would point ot± 
several things. Firstly, that I am the only full-time UK) researcher in this 
country. And secondly that I am in a position whereby I can make the content kno*fi 
on a wide scale within the UFO coramunity.In Australia it was decided that they 



had to chose spmebody and Bill Chalker proved his credentials and his perseverance 



continuing to request access* I think you will note that 1 have also "been 
Requesting that you release the files for a good while and we have exchanged 
letters for at least five years.Ky motives have always been those actually 
expressed in one of the RAAF minutes which Bill Chalker has quoted*, * n we only 
foster the incorrect {hut nevertheless widely held) belief that we have much 
vital information 'to hide** They had seen the problems caused by not making 
the reports open. 

As to my credentials I can only direct you to the several UK) books that I hav& 
written in which I have continually stated that UH)s are not spaceships or a 
defence threat, and have affirmed that the only 1 cover-up* in force is one of 
ignoraP&ce,*. that is an acceptance of some unexplained cases but no more. 'Phis 
is the position that you adopt yourselves* I think f therefore, that I have sho^ 
ray desire not to misrepresent the motives or position of your department and 
would welcome the oppprt-amity of putting the record straight with the UFO 
community. 

Bill Chalker has also offered to support my application if that would assist* 

Why do I feel this would be in your interests? I am certainly not suggesting 
it for self-glorification; because I do not expect to find any reveal at ions 
within your files that will be of * salable' importance to the outside world, 
It will also be a long and tedious job sifting through them* Bat the benefits 
will be there in the sense of serious WO research* both from the point of 
view of the occasional report which might signify a novel phenomenon and also 
from those many which indicate various mis identifications* Hy purpose in 
suggesting this move is partly to take some of the pressure off you that need 
not come. In other words by my summarising the data for the UK) community ( a s 
Bill Chalker has done) there becomes no need for a large number of people to 
have first hand access to the data since they will see from the summaries that 
the content is not ? explosive 1 * (imagine if you made them available and dozei© 
of 'ufologists* eajae after them 5 ejecting hints about crashed spaceships and so 
on***Not finding this they will feel cheated and will probably make a bigger 
issue out of the materials they will claim you are holding back)* 

Another advantage is this. Merely putting the files on open release at any om 
time will obviously attract the media* The media (as I am srure you know) care 
little about the truth behind UKte^ey rather prefer to sensationalise ♦ They 
would \mdoubtedly be interested in the files for the f good story* they can gd 
out of them by hinting at various things* Journalists* of course, are generally 
quite -unaquainted with the truth about the UFO subject*! deal with them all 
the time and still marvel at the way they sit in amazement as I tell them th£ 
BFOs are not little-gr een-^en, and all the images they love to spin, but are 
instead natural physical phenomena such as plasmas and the like* Hot being 
familiar with the true situation they would tend to misinterpret what they 
read in what could only be a superficial glance through the data in the rush 
to get into print* Whereas if I could have access first and publish a detail* 
account in the OTO community (and I would of course make this freely avail abfe 
to all other researchers) then this oould be distributed to the media in adva&e 
of your decision to release the files and they could absorb a summary of the 
data written by someone familar with the subject, This again would defuse the 
potential misuse of the data, 

I am holding firm with this idea simply because I do not wish to see the 
release of the files (which I regard as an excellent move) to be misused by 
anyone* It is my view that UPOs are an interesting scientific problem, especfe^ 
in terms of psychology and atmospheric science. I wish theee branches of science 
to make fullest Use of the opportunity the release of your filed will present 
To this end it is very much in my interests to prevent widespread interpret atte^ 
of the material in terms of the traditional (and unproven) allegations about 
USD origin* I suspect this is in your interests too* 

Nevertheless, I welcome the decision to press ahead with the release of the 
materials you hold and look forward to news of when this might occur* 



Yours sincerely, 




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE Defence Secretariat Division 8 
Main Building Whitehall London SW1A2HB 

Telephone 01-218 (Direct Dialling) 

01 -21 8 9000 (Switchboard) 



Your reference 



ecti 


I % 

Our reference 

D/DS8/10/209 ~" J 






Date 




ilo January 1983 



Thank you for your letters of 1 November 1982 and 15 December 1982. 

I can confirm that Mr Chalker has written to the Ministry of Defence* As regards 
the question of publication of UFO reports, we are currently discussing the 
mechanics of printing and distributing the reports and once agreement is reached 
on those aspects it will of course take a little while before we can assemble all 
the material in a form suitable for printing* However, once we are in a position 
to start releasing these reports you will be informed. 

Turning to the Ministry's investigations into low flying complaints, it is, of course, 
our policy to investigate such incidents but you will realise that when a large 
number of military aircraft are flying in one area at any particular time it is very 
difficult to pinpoint the offending aircraft. It becomes increasingly difficult to 
do so the longer the intervening period following the violation. As regards the 
possibility of Russian military aircraft penetrating TJK airspace unbeknown to the 
RAF, we would regard this as unlikely since any such aircraft would be tracked on the 
radar constituting the. United Kingdom Air Defence Ground Environment (UKADGE) and 
subsequently intercepted by our air defence aircraft. Air defence of the United Kingdon: 
is one of our main areas of concern and a major modernisation programme is underway 
designed to provide a flexible, survivable air defence system capable of swift and 
effective reaction. I hope therefore that it will be clear that we do treat the air 
defence of the United Kingdom as a matter of the utmost importance. 

I am not at all clear what sort of material you require to support the Ministry's 
position on UFOs and I think the most I can do is to provide a statement of our policy* 
This I attach at Annex and hope that it will be of some assistance* 



ANNEX A TO 

D/PS8/1Q/209 
DATED .£q JAP? 



1* The sole interest of the Ministry of Defence in UFO reports is to establish 
whether they reveal anything of defence interest (eg intruding aircraft)* 
Reports are passed to appropriate staff who examine them as part of their normal 
duties* There is no unit within the Ministry appointed solely for the study of 
UFOs, and no staff are employed upon the subject on a full- time basis, 

2* The Ministry of Defence does not deny that there are strange things to see 
in the sky* It believes, however, that there are adequate material explanations 
for these-satellite debris re-entering the earth 1 s atmosphere, ball lightning, 
unusual cloud formations, meteorological balloons, aircraft lights, aircraft at 
unusual angles etc* It certainly has no evidence that alien spacecraft have 
landed on this planet* 

3* In response to demands for publication of UFO reports Viscount Long (in the 
House of Lords on 7 April 1982) said that he saw no objection to these reports 
being made public. We are therefore studying the best means of publishing this 
material* 




There are several reasons for writing this letter.Firstly, as I have not yet received 
a reply to my letter ox November 1 1 enclose my new address. Should you have air essay 
written to my previous address and the letter "be caught in the Christmas mail then I 
Hill receive it, as 1 have releatives there and am collecting mail regularly ffom them, 

v^condly, I understand that Mr W Ch&lker from Australia has now written to you directly 
about the status of UFO files* He has > since I write to you ; . communicated the results of 
several more visits he has made extracting data from the RAAF, and is now in the process 
of obtaining material from other Australian sources* Is there any progress to report 
on the British situation? 

Thirdly, your letter referaaat to the February 24 1979 situation arrived in time for me 
to Toe able to ask my publishers to add a footnote to the book to clarify the Ministry 
of Defence's position. I had no desire to appear Ho be unfair to you, or to create 
false inferences* The ability of myself to publish the true situation for the public to 
see is in both of our interests. For me it clarifies misconceptions f and for you it will 
(presumably) allay suspicions of more sinister motivations. Although let me point out, 
that mo&o&y doubts that the MOD do have a right to secfecy on some matters, National 
security may well be infringed during certain aspects of your UFO investigations (such 
as they might be) and clearly a* cover-up* of information in that respect would be just 
and reasonable. It is the emotive interpretation put onto the 1 cover-up* that is wfeat 
misleads folk. They believe you are covering-up some fantastic solution to the UFO 
mystery. ..a solution which does not seem to be there, quite honestly. Hencd, it is much 
to your advantage to show your hand to the limits afforded by necessary security. 

However, returning to this matter of the 03 AF F-llls on February 24 1979 » I take the 
point that there wagg a special low-flying exercise that night (although my information 
is not that it wess strictly U3AF aircraft involved), In addition I recognise the US A3? 
denial. However, as you must appreciate, the "best answer by far to what vm seen over 
the Ormskirk area that night was an F-lll.Is it possible that the U3AF are protecting 
their crew* who might have strayed into a forbidden sone? If so, because of the concern 
caused to the caravan park residents at Scarisbrick especially, said the inquiries of the 
local Member of Parliament, I would have expected the MOD to have made a clear statement 
More problematic is what was seen, by civilians and police officers, further east over 
the Pennines that same night .Superficially it looked like the F-lll seen over the coast. 
Yet it was silent. Manchester Airport (who knew about the exercise) also immediately 
(that day) denied to us it wsas any aircraft. 

Very recently we have had access to HOT AM - United Kingdom Hos. B 40 - B 45 / 1979 
(dated February 13 197§). This warns civilian traffic of 'Low Flying by Military Fixed 
Wing en.d Helicopter Aircraft 1 on Saturday February 24 and Sunday February 25 1979 
(which dates' do not precisely align with your suggested February 21 to 24 exercise) 
However, in the period during which the postulated F-lll wsae seen over the coast and the 
more mysterious object over the Pennines mt seems that 54 F-llls and 8 Hercules were 
flying locally* No helicopters were listed, but it is feasible they could have inflfewn 
from other areas. The witnesses are adamant that they did see a helicopter. . .but 
cles&\Ly tftis must be an option* 

What bothers me is not simply that this data in some senses contradicts thase you have 
quoted in your letters. But the fact that it was fortuitously obtainedyfcoo late for 
inclusion in the book, where incomplete understanding of the events of that night thus 
occurs. I am pus sled why a properly definitive statement could not have bee& made at 
the time to the enquiring media, and subsequently to ufo investigator a such as myself. 
Merely to point out the extent of the exercise that nighty and the types of craft involv 
would have been sufficient to raise many doubts about sxij UFOs being seen that night- 
ks it is, you have cr dated the quite reasonable speculation that there are ulterior / 
stives not to make such a statement, and that the f special exercise* might a ctually / 



* 

• 



nave been in response to the wave of local UFO, sightings* This wsbs certainly an option 
which struck#me in the 'circumstances. Although had I known tlie simple fact that the 
JJOTM was issued on February 13 it would have "been evident that the exercise was pre- 
planned* Once again, by not being open where it would have "been possible you have 
really just fuelled the fines* 

Finally, I make once more my plea for some advance cooperation from you, The reason 
ms simple enough, and should be evident after the above, BUT 13 MPHASIS1SD by certain 
things* I have just been asked to prepare a 6500 word series for THE HTCHPL AIMED, a 
weekly publication to which I have contributed in the past, This series will look at 
what we know of official UFO projects throughout the world; ie public ally disclosed 
material. Naturally I will have to refer to the situation in Britain, .and I will 
endeavour to be fair to the Ministry* But I cannot be blamed for making inferences 
(as in the February 24 1979 incident) if relevant data is with held from me for no 
obvious reason. Since NCTAM is not a secret document j nor are the air cotpru do reroutes 
which military exercises take. Putting these facts together with the help of aviation 
experts was all I needed to place an entirely new interpretation on the facts* 

What I am really saying is that my series in THE UHE2PL AIMED could be used to your 
advantage. By offering me some material? which I could use to state and support your 
positional would be reaching a large audience. I know that THE UITHXPLAII^ED are not the 
most respectable of outlets; but they are honest and have a good integrity ♦ They have 
not shirked ffom publishing negative facts or retractions* They also have a considerable 
subscription (in the hundreds of thousands) and so reach the people who are most 
uninformed about the Ministry 1 s activities* I could defuse p good deal of the public 
feeling if I had the ammunition to so do. If not, then I xd.ll still put your case, of 
course, but without back-up it will pfobably not be acceptable to most. The readers 
of THE UNEXPLAINED are bro a dly sure (simply because they want to be sure) that UEOs are 
spaceships, and the HOD knows this fact* 

Unfortunately, 1 have a tight schedule for the production of this series, having little 
more than 6/7 weeks. But anything you are willing to offer, either access to data, 
cleared document s^or statements for me to quote, will be used to present a balanced 
argument m I genuinely do want to write the truth aftout this matter* 

Yours sincerely, 
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you moa* kindly fbr yoi^ letter of Oot .- 27.* 'outiia'ii^: 
rsj&ies to mi&e <tf:^4;;ip3^3;V* ; 20 August o& '1ito..^i'^4f:Wp9 ( 

; fhe /the- 24 1979 incident 

inierpi?eiaiiop of yow original statements ♦ Indeed, I had to go 
ahead witli, (THE PHH2FS WO SUSfM) without yaw . 

■ reply (al^^^^V^ifiil' try to. it\retereneM>im the page 

■ .proofs ) * Steirtmat'0i ; 'y^ J tfead • jxmr in.it iai stat emeirt ■ ' in' tie - way 
yem mm* ^WtfcTjpbfc '|#t;eti&ed\ iM f -amd ik^: : 'in,'*iie- "way many, people'' 1 

ii v a*>;l^^^ thai V it w&g very ;ea®y; to'. > 

However, thi$ presrmafcly Iwe^ us teok at square one 

MOD is serimialy aAvisittg the people of this cotmtry that ao - 
action *ras ta&e&. aibfttt* the i^T^tigaticm of an ofej^ct (wMcli 
oer^ia&f' pE&e a& -ffX-ll) that shook caraTa^B, was 

seem indepe&da&tly hy (to my <mrrent ootmf ) about 30 -people^ 
and which ,^*hout amy question \ms irtr^aMmg low C'imr mir 
jiQT^h west coast and popnlat ed t errai& (ftot to mention civil 

y*m were not aweaa* of its presence . du§ to radar f 



secondly that no ' imvegtigatian ^eOTLltedt 4f not "because of the 
faot the queery oaae in three months later* Steely such am 
i&c^tr<^^ 

I . am net trying to proclaim that .the evenfe of that • nijj&t :;»at;. 
a apaceshipn j»d»Bd; it makes father more to presume it 

was a; military - Jet*>*aaa.if mot a USAF^or ^itiafe pnfethen 
;what?.,y*.a ItaeeiM 0fnaex*is me is that, the public 

sbpuld. get the ititpression the HOB is not concerned about the 
. matter « Would it not he preferable ^ 

s»*ts.f action (-©vw- if -jrdu could not state nhat that ident- 
ification *as)? I kncrvJ that I wuld psr^cmally f ^el ?m#h 
happier to hear smoh a thing- Quite fra#&y from all tie: work 
I have &one oh the case for the hook to "be told you did 
ngt^g aWiit it leaves ma horrified at the; state of ovx 



deff -)& systems over this cou&try.jbr if you missed out on 
thd&- ^r^l^^rpvert. object then God help us., if a sneak 
attack is attempted*'.' .. 

Let me streps that I : do not think the Oh Jept a s^a^e^hip * 
Bat it -. does ■ disturb me; if ,:-It is really true that> whatever it 
Was^did what It did without ysur knowledge or suhse<iuant 

Qth*md>se oosan^its ahout the IJFQ file situation a£e 

e?&£^ qp$ make too amoh 

Of a fuss of tHs at the pregmlb heoauss :$&&^a* you iaay get 
l^r ^ase ^athei? silly c^^sjHmdsmoe, fhere are 
really 0%r^g& pmpZ& a^qimd who : £rof ess to he ifcimiyed 
with .■XjSOsmit you do not know this bow then you socto will find 
out. It certainly must have opourred to jou that the precise 
way in w1^P&^^^ make it avadiahle^ \ 

may . "be a prb14#Hi# . . ; . • . ; . i > ' ,J 

Por a star* | : if you $as* r^leas? V a mwta^y of inf ormat ion in 
the files thiB mil he wholly unsatisfaotory, h*th from the 
research ^mpop^ fpom yaur critics, who - will proclaim 
that the regt is : heing Hddfa f or -* secret * rea^ns v You 

seem to. he well $ware .of . the uphill strttgjfce ^ypu f aee' .i*ith ■ ' : 
some Of the Tunatib elments idthin the stifejec't; 

I wouia; : he v^-vt^'"^ ifhat'-.g^ur -' plans >ne ; for " .. 

ho^r .you intend 
your promise 



making the material generally amilable (that' 
to do it practically)* And I ^ T«ry fateful 



of information when 



throw into the fire for your consideration one 



However, I; will just 



She 



reason isyl could assist from a public relations point of view 
hy wri 1 !^!^ ooiteanity to plaoat e readers aljout 

the p^t^tt* ftds wiili h^lp remove t ram you some of the flow 
of requests you may get from all and suada^wJao may imagine . 
the; material will w^tain rather different things* Poxwarned 
"by a Serious at^mary of oont^t f writtm hy a uf ologioally 
knowl ed^hle person, only those who really &«e£ specific flat a 

the principle behind the A^tralian deoision to make their 
files open to Mil ^ Ohallcer*miI wrote such a detailed Bmm&vw 
within the WO ^ literature*., as would 1 (in ffSR to he prepipe)* 
Bill, incidentally j has off ered to endorse my r^u$M;lf it 
would help, , 



It is Pnl5^_i 




it could prove useful to you. 



MD 




LOOSE MINUTE :,.;. v * i ;, 

D/DD Ops«3E)/lO/8 
DS8 

UK) SIGHTING - RAF WQODBRIDGE DECEMBER 1980 

1. At Reference you ask if the suggestion that the 
USAF be asked for the tape recordings was followed up 
by this Deputy Directorate . It was considered that the 
tapes would reveal no better report than that already 
received, and no further request was uiade. However, it 
is considered that your approach to the RAF Liaison 
officer, will produce any considered views on the event • 

2. I believe yomr outlined response is the right one; 
Neatishead, which is the Sector Ops Centre responsible 
for that area had nothing unusual to report, and 
nothing more substantive has come to light. I have 
received no evidence £hat any radar reported unusual 
tracks. MISS Randies appears to have "evidence of radar 
tracking" , and provided that\it can be manag^ with out 
underlining our position, l/gggTT^HV^^^jsA^ffl look 
at this radar evidence. w il2Li!^^^^^^^^B 





%n Ldr 
Q»s(GE)2b(BAff) 
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LOOSE MOTITE 



D/DS8/10/209 
Ops(GE)(RAF) 



UFO SIGHTING - RAF TOODBRIPOE DECEMBER 198Q 

1, You mqy recall that in December 1980 two USAF security patrolmen saw unusual 
lights at the back gate of RAF Woodbridge and on investigation found a brightly 
lit triangular object either hovering or on legs# 

2. You began investigations into the incident and suggested asking the USAF 
for tape recordings (your D/DD 0ps(GE)/l0/8 of 16 Feb 81 refers) but 
unfortunately our files do not appear to show the outcome of your investigations ♦ 

I attach a corf of a letter received from one of our more regular UFO 
correspondents in which she seeks advice as to the Ministry's position on this 
incident* I am inclined to say that we are aware of the incident f that we made 
investigations but that we could find no explanation for the light s* Is this a 
true reflection of the facts or did we, in fact, come up with anything more 
substantive? 

4* Any help you could give in replying to Miss Randle f s letter would be much 
appreciated. 



^ Mar 83 




DS8 





February 28 1983 
Dear 
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subject UFOs, 




Further to your letter to me of 20 January 1933 (your refs »/DS8/l0/209) j tha 

I trust you have received m;/ subsequent letter to this (addressed 
wherin I suggested' that you might consider lodging the files 
hold vdth a recognised scientific establishment * Here they could be accessible 
{& n arrangement) to serious researchers, and their use could be adequately 
controlled* 1 really think this m pices sense because the volume of data you must 
hold would make it very difficult to release other thrm summaries in printed form 
and often access to the full materials might be essential for scientific study* 

A number of possible sources for locating these files , eg a university, come to nmd 
Indeed there have been a number of interested responses to the article on UFO a by 
myself and Peter Harrington (Sew Scientist ,10 Feb 1983) to which I refer you for 
illustration of my, hopefully , serious and none-sensat ionil st position on this topic 

I am well at/are that to you UK) data is barely of interest and, as it does not seal 
to directly impinge on defence implications, of relatively low pr iority. Ho never. 
I hope you also see that whilst 90^ of these reports are -unquestionably explicable 
there are reports that seem to offer probative data to scientists- Work that yoy, 
of course ? have neither jrhe facilities nor the resources to handle « It should be 
your concern that you hold this data, faithfully reported by individuals who would 
like something done, And 1 am delighted at your decision to raske the material 
acces sable for research* 

Presumably it will be in your interests to cultivate a mood thereby UFO reports &a 
not made to you, but to a- scientific establishment (another advantage of lodging iht 
files there) *You could naturally rely upon the UK) community to transmit reports 
to you which might suggest defence implications* That is, if you are fair by serious- 
investigators serious investigators will naturally be fair by you* And we too, of 
course, have the interests of Britain at heart and would not wish yon to be una^as& 
of any cases that raight involve defencd impl i cat ions. Sven though, as you have polity- 
out to me previously, none of your studies so far have produced such implications, 

Tou have promissed to advise me when you have talc en a decision to release data, 
which is why I was somewhat surprised to learn that you have supplied to some 
colleagues of mine in Bristol data on cases in South Hales, I would, therefore, 
very much like an update on the current position pi esse* For the last few years whik r 
writing to you I have stressed that I want to help put across your true position t> 
the public (vdth which I have some influence as a full -time writer of THT0 booJcs 
articles)* But for this purpose I do need your help in return, of course, I see f^cn 
the current issue of SAUCER REVIEW, for example, that much is said about yotf 

alleged cover-^up and it is towards correcting this view with the facts (if you wiXL 
openly give them) that I am concerned. Hence my previous requests to be granted 
access to the data, prior to release so that I might present a fair review in the 
UFO literature and defuse such commentary* 

Finally, on the question of defence implications, I would wish to advise you of 
an accretion of &a±a concerning an incident which appears to have talc en pla^o 
the U3 Air Force base at tfoo abridge, Suffolk, in December 1980*It is of some oo 
to me that you have not been able to offer any statement on this event, bsoeu 
on face value the evidence does^ suggest that somebody is hiding something. 



have published some of the material supplied to me (and gathered my$el: 
O literature, primarily because in lieu of a?iy other reason 1 believe 



Now 
the 

information should bo told* But understand my position here* I have no 
anything injurious to British defence and if I was offered any reason 
roundabout) which suggestted the case should simply be dropped then I ■ 
3*0 r e^mple, it is possible 



(ho, 
^oulci 



the UFO story is cover i; 



exTner 



m*i- of so^e secret device (either by British or Anerican sources )«Tkerovbro ? to 
.nually stress this in a U?0 context (viieh irj how it has "been re^o-i"". : .-.) . T ;;i. 
yet inevitably have to mention such none-WO e:quajiatbns as these possibilities 
nn^lrt be against this nations interests?. Yet what else can 1 do s since I h&ve no 
such reason to argue in this way and feel myself duty Sordid to discuss the matter 
in case it genuinely has gone \m-noticed and yet may "be of potential im>o:ri:-e:ioe? 

V©£y briefly ? on this case, we have first- class hard evidence (which we could of 
course give to the national press "but have had no desire to so do) that F:-omethi:i.,rj 
occurred (during the last three days of the month, possibly December 29 . 1 9 3-9)* 
This includes evidence of radar tracking of the unercplained obj ect^ its Handing* 
in Rendlesham Porest raid a number of independent testimonies that relate to a 
..guite fantastic account of -.that supposedly happened after that* It is impossible 
for me md the couple of other people in possession of these full facts not to 
accept that a genuine event did oc^r and naturally we are more than a little 
concerned that (a) it has not "been admitted to and (b) you profess to know nothing 
about it. 

As £ ga ia t -the evidence is strong (almost,! might say, categorically probative) 
and could (if chose to discuss the f-all facts in the right ~?ay outside the 
limited circulation we have done go far) lead to quite an outer:/ about cover-ups* 
Personally, I hell eve you must have vety good reason for doing what you <?xe doing 
about this incident, and that may have nothing to do with UFOs per $e 4 However , 
please see my position and recognise my dilemma. I want to do the right thing* 

I am not expecting a reply saying anything specific about tMs event, but you may 
be able to offer advice about the problem I face* I have this data that seems 
probative* You do not ,__segffLt o want it and claim to know nothing about it* X cannot 
just sit on it because 6t appaars to be too important* Yet if I make a big issue 
out of it national security may suffer* 

I would add that the story behind these events indicates that there was contact 
between military sources and an other intelligence (whioh is rot alien spaceships 
in the nuts and bo^rfcs sense) but which is an indigenous intelligence to planet 
ea3?th which in fact is way beyond us in terms of most capacities and therefore 
represent the real rulers of our world* 

This account does merge with data offered by other sources to me (in confidence) 
including government officials in this country and abfoad* I have never published 
it and have actually played down the possibility in my books * I am not saying 
I believe it. But I am saying that I have heard it from so many dources that I do 
have to listen* And it does make a gre*t deal of sense out of many things-^ 

The WO subject is complex and to represent it fairly very difficult, I so very 
much do want J o do the right thing* But I ?n beginning to doubt if I am doing 
the right thing. Can you offer any advice? 

Yours sincerely, 
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Telephone 01 -218 (Direct Dialling) 

01 -21 8 9000 (Switchboard) 




Miss J Randies 
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Your reference 



Our reference 

D/DS8/10/2O9'' 

Date 

ftfc. August 1983 



Decs' f^i>^ {Lo^c~A\^ t 

Thank you for your letter of 1 August concerning the Bentwaters-Lakenheath 
incident on 13 August 1956* 

As I explained in our discussion last week, prior to 1967 it was the Ministry's 
policy to retain reports of UFO sightings only for a period of five years and 
that the earliest records we hold date back to 1962. In view of your claim 
about the importance of the 1956 case in UFO circles I have checked to see 
whether, by chance, the file relating to that period had been retained in 
spite of the general policy in force at that time but have managed to find 
no papers relating to the incident, I can only conclude, therefore, that 
they were destroyed along with other reports for the year 1956* 

I am sorry that I can be of no assistance in this case* 
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- 3 AUG ivS3 




Jenny Randies 




August 1st 1983 
Dear Sir©, 

We have corresponded a number of times in recent years about UFOs, a subject which 
I realise is of relatively minor importance to your department* However, as I think 
we have tended to agree, there is some scientific value in the study of data, even 
though its character is often misrepresented by the media (eg the recent exajaple 
of the pseudo-circles in Wiltshire of which you are no doubt aware), 

I have been much heartened by your expressed decision to release Ministry of 
Defence UFO files^as I am sure this policy will reflect well upon yourselves. 
Indeed I am grateful for the sample materials which you have supplied to me before, 
I wonder if there is any progress to report on the method of release of all your 
materials? I request information in this regard because it would certainly prove 
very advantageous (l think to yourselves as well as myself) if such was to become 
available prior to the end of 1983. Gould you assess the liklihood of this, perhaps? 

My principle intention in writing this letter is to request your specific help 
on one specific file, 

The incident in question occurred on the night of August 13 1956*between the hours 
of 21*30 and 24-00 GMT (possibly a little beyond). It involved military personnel 
(both RAF and USAF) at LaJcenheath, Bent waters and Heatishead and included multiple 
radar trackings and visual observations (including some by RAF pilots on board 
Venom aircraft). There were civilian and military ground observers to the events 
also. 

The case is heralded within the UFO literature as a * classic* , and indeed I admit 
that I have held to this view myself in the pa»t, The opinion is based upon 
several sources, These include the file on the case which was collated by the US 
Air Force (Project Hue Book) and now publicly available (via the Freedom of 
Information Bill)j the assessment of the case by Br Gordon Thayer, a US radar 
specialist for the Colorado University UFO project; a reinvestigation in 1970 
by atmospheric physicist Br James McDonald; statements f*om some of the British 
radar operators aad some of the ground observers (collated much more recently). 
However, all these evaluations have been carried out without the M,G*B, (or ot&fct 
British governmental department) report on the incident, 

I realise that you have a policy regarding UFO materials and I understand this 
does not include pre-1962 material s-Boxaever, it would seem (in view of the interest 
in the affair by official US sources and the potential defence implications of 
such an incident, which involved three military radar systems and RAF aircraft) 
that somewhere a file on this case must exist, I would be grateful if you would 
look into this possibility and advise of the results, or at least suggest avenues 
of approach that I mi$it try should it prove (by some chance) that your dep^rtm^t 
has not retained a file on the matter* 



I would add that myself and colleague ^^SEXS! I are particularly interested 

in this case for the following reason. In February 1983 we published an article in 
the scientific journal, flew Scientist , and we have since been commissioned to 
expand this into book form* The book is for a scientific publisher and will be 
aimed at the British scientific community, not a popular market, To this end we are 
reassessing many allegedly prime cases with more thorou^raess than hitherto. This 
incident (which does offer some preliminary suggestions as regards a possible 
solution I mi tfii add) is a natural candidate, 

Ideally JSBSBfiEil ^^B and myself would very gratefully welcome a clearance to see 
your UK^n^^aaterial ourselves (for which we would gladly sign any papers* to 
prevent our misuse^that you care to devise). Failing this, however, we hope you oaa 
assist with data on this particula r case. 
Tours Sincerely, 
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DI55/1 08/1 5 
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UFO: 
Ref erences: 



DEBATE IN THE H0US3 OF LORDS ^jj 
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Ao 
B. 
C, 



D/S4( Air )/8/3 loose minute 
D/S4(Air)/8/3 letter to 
Background Note on UFO . 



4£ f 

dated 17 May 1978- ' 

dated 17 May 19 78 
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I consider the background note on UFO to be a well balanced summary of the 
situation and I think it is an excellent basis for a speech by the Minister . I 
agree with the attitude expressed at the opening of para 4 of reference B that we 
should treat the subject sensibly rather than flippantly. 

One additional point that could be made is that if there were extraterrestrial 
space activity by other civilizations then one would have expected some of the 
intensive radio listening searches carried out by reputable scientific organisations, 
particularly in the US, to have intercepted some of the transmissions between 
spacecraft or between spacecraft and their original base, but as far as I know, 
nothing has yet been intercepted that is accepted by reputable scientists as being 
evidence of extraterrestrial intelligence. Since radio communication is somewhat° 
cheaper than space travel, one would have expected rather more radio communication 
than actual visits* 



^ Turning now to your proposal in para 5(==Jref erence B, I would strongly advise 
against issuing a challenge even in the la^Tresort. From the DI55 files I could 
easily produce 10 plausible events that, because of the lack of adequate descriptions, 
are quite inexplicable in terrestrial terms * 1 am sure that a convinced Ufologist 
could do likewise, particularly as some of the reports came from trained observers 
such as RAF aircrew. 

tlv ck vvuxJL tcu^ Qj^el AaS ^UA^fv. &c-v,v- (5 USec?U ^ f#Jf*L>\ } is 
another argument which may be advanced against an extre terrestrial origin for 
UFO as follows. First, recent US and Soviet space probes rule out the 

possibility of intelligent life elsewhere in the solar system. If UFO are therefore 
extraterrestrial, they are also from outside the solar system* If now one makes- 
reasonable assumptions about the number of stars in the universe and the proportion 
of those which might have inhabitable planefe, and then further draws up a* list of all 
the interesting places .in the universe that an intelligent community might wish to 
visit, one is driven to the conclusion that a visit to an insignificant planet (the 
earth) of an uninteresting star (the sun) would probably not occur more than once in 
a thousand years or so, even if one assumes that every intelligent community made 
say 10 launches a year. Thus, claims of thousands of visits in the last decade or so" 
are far too large to be credible* 

I hope these comments are of some assistance. 
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i *J HAY 1978 : M 
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ADI/DI55 



'lr: 



TUNgL^SStFIED 




BfOTES FROM 
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DATA 



Age of T;he galaxy 



Sumber of stars in the 
galaxy 

diameter of galazy 



aboy^ten thousand million years 
about one hundred thousand million 

do rr ) 

about one hundred thousand light 
years . 



JJote 1 light year is about 6 million million miles (6x1 1 2 ^ 



position of sun 
age of the sun 



Currently achievable 
speeds 



time to journey to 
Pluto 



Ultimate speed * 



about 27000 light years from centre 
of galazy 

about ifi thousand million years 
(4*5x10 5 ) 

about 12 miles/sec 7 to which can be 
added the earth f s orbital speed of 
18 miles/see to give a total of 30 
miles /sec* 

Depending on the gravitational 
assistance, or otherwise, of the 
major planets of Jupiter and Saturn * 
3 to 5 years* 

In principle speeds near that of 
light should be achievable but 
technology does not yet exist* 



OCKHAM'S (OR 0CCAM f 3) RAZOR 

This phrase was applied to the philosophy of William of 
©qteham (c1290 - e 1349) which in essence said "entities 
must not be multiplied without necessity"* In every day 
language this principle suggests that theories which need 
to el^korate in order to explain phenomena for which there 
is a simple explanation* are probably wrong. 

JXTDTfSMEHT 

'it is unlikely that positive proof of the existence of UFO 
will be obtained witko^b the examination of the remains of 
objects, crashed or qtherwise. Proof of non-existence is 
equally impossible t6 obtain unless a reasonable and con- 
vincing explanation is determined for each incident* Many 
sightings by qualified and apparently reliable witnesses have 
been reported*/ However each incident has unsatisfactory 
features, sueh as shortness of the tiBie of observation* distance 
from the observer* vagueness of the description* very poor 
quality of photographs* inconsistencies between observers 

fpparently reporting the same incident* which prevents a 
efinite conclusion being drawn* 

(conclusion in report of project sign February 1949)* 



■Hd- 



of S4(AfrTi/ 
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TRY OF DEFENCE . D 



MINIS" 



DEFENCE . J t 
MAIN BUILDING. WHITEHALL, VoNDON. S.W.I^" 
telephone: 



PARLIAMENTARY UNDER -SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE! 



AF/JW 199/77 
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/i^une 1977 
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My Department have investigated the report 
about an Unidentified FlyingOboect whic h yqu 
referred to me on 17t h May on "behalf of \ 

I of the ggsnSngrai m ± 

regret ^ to say however^^^^^^^^^igh a RAF 

officer has visited we are unable 

to offer any further information. It is true 
that the Hoyal Observer Corps have a post in 
the adjoining field but there is no evidence 
that their activities could have seemed unusual 
in any way and we have no record of any other 
unusual activity in the area. 

I am sorry I cannot be more helpful 




Nicholas Edwards Esq MP 
House of Commons 
London SW1A OAA 




REDACTIONS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



Roya! Air Force 

Brawdy Haverfordwest Dyfed SA62 6NN 



Telephone Haverfordwest 
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Ministry of Defence 

Dept S4 Air 

(attn 

Main Building 
VJHITSHALL . 
London SW1A 2HB 



Your reference 

D/S4(Air)/8/3 
Our reference 

BWT/1 30/10 Air 
Date 

J June t977 
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lat the 



^2^^2^^^^^^^£&£&O^^^SSiSlSi^^^^L^^^^^^^^^^^ sited 
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— l*old me that one night in April of this year shesaJHT 
round object 'like the moon falling down 1 land in a field at the back of her 
.property. Two very tall, faceless 'humanoids' got out of this object (about 
thS S ipimi« bUS/ and a PP eared to ' take measurements or gather things'. 
When kikmjES^M returned after calling members of the family the objects 
had vanished. 
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I examined the suggested landing site, which is in a field adjacent to a 

Royal Observer Corp underground monitoring post (MOD Post She lter?) but could 

find no evidence of a landing. I can offer no explanation "f EfflTFIBFaf] 

sighting but can confirm that it is not connected" with the OD erat?ons of 
RAF Brawdy. " ■ 



There have been numerous sightings of IIFO's in what the pouular press now call 
•the Broad Haven Triangle'. A high level of flying activity is venerated by 
the military and civil airfields and to a lesser extent the Royal Aircraft 
Establishments; the area is also overflown by trans -atlantic aircraft. It has 
also been suggeste d that a local prankster is at work. The majority of si^htinss 

are reported to ■■■■■■ 'regional investigating ' " 

co-ordmator ' for = 

I'm unable to offer any explanation other than above but should a UFO arrive 
at RAF Brawdy we will charge normal landing fees and inform you immediately! 




Fit Lt 

■for Officer Commanding 




MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

MAIN BUILDING WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2HB 
Telephone! 
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PARLIAMENTARY .UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR DEFENCE FOR THE ROYAL AIR FORCE 



AP/JW/1 99/77 



1977 




Thank you for your letter ofl^hM^^yjv^ing the 
enau^y^youhave received from. I f of the 

I on the subject of Unidentified Flying 

Objects. 



My Department are investigating this question and I 
will write again as soon as I receive their report. 



Nicholas Edwards Esq HP 
House of Commons 
London 
SW1A OAA 
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APS/US' of S(RAff ) 

I have asked the Community Relations Officer at RAJ? 
Bravdy to visit ^_^^_Q^^^H to see what can be done to help 
hor. •' 

May I suggest in the meantime an interim to ¥rc Edwards 
as attached'". ? 
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2<> Hay 1977 



S4 (Air) 



Thank you for your letter of 17th May covering the enquir; 



you have received .from 
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of the 



Section 40 



on the 8iu\iect of Unidentified Flying Objects* 

I<fy Department are investigating this quest ion and I will 
write again as soon as I receive their report. 
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01-218 9000 (Switchboard) 




Plight lieutenant SI ^ 



Community Relation^T3??xcer7 
RAF Brandy* 



Our reference D/S4(Air)/8/3 



Date * J 



May 1977 





is also a cryptic reference to a "Ministry of Defence Post 
Shelter" in an adjoining field. 

The Minister wishes to send as sympathetic a reply as 
possible and yo^agree^dur^i^ our discussion on 1 9th" Kay 
that a visit t o fcEBflfflgTO ^MMBT might he the best way of defining 
her problems ana perhaps of allaying her- fears* 

I am most grateful for your co-operation and I would 
welcome ycur advice on the reply that should be sent to the Member 
of ' Parliament when you have made your enquiries . 





"i 7 V ;■ v . ;;: 



?>3 




Nicholas Edwards MP ft^^* 8 **!}?? 




HOUSE OF COMMONS 
LONDON SWIA OAA 

1 7 May 1 977 



I enclose a copy of a lette r I have received 
from l^fSffSBESM Bat the ^ I 

p^»HSB1 enquiring ^bout a Ministry of Defence 
Post Shelter in the field adjoining her 
wher e she claims to ha\re seen a UFO, I 
should be grateful for further information* 
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Dr John Gilbert, MP 
Minister of State 
Ministry of Defence 
Whitehall Gardens 
London SW1 "' . 



■ i 
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Jfullp licensed aa ** 

Pembrokeshire 
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Proprietor 



77 />. /i*, rfeivW 



Manager 




/ 





Section 40 



AUTHORISATION FOR THE RELEASE OF INFORMATION 
Applicant: Dr David Clarke 

Case Number: 1 7-06-2005-1 5341 0-005 Expiry: 1 5 July 2005 



The Applicant has made the following request for information : 

Dr Clarke asked three questions concerning information given to him in 
response to his previous requests and made four new requests for 
information. In response to my e-mail on 21 June in which I sought Dr Clarke's 
clarification of the information he was seeking, he also made a further request. 
A copy of all of this correspondence is attached and replies to all of these 
issues have been covered in this draft reply. 



Case for release of information 

Dr Clarke's questions 

1 . It is at the discretion of departments whether or not to remove details of 
officials and we have not always been entirely consistent with the redaction of 
names etc, largely due to evolving FOI /DPA policy over recent years. 
Recently this has changed again and we have now been told not to redact 
names of officials when releasing documents unless we can claim that it is for 
health and safety reasons (s38). An explanation is included in the attached 
draft response. 

2. I do not know what role Science 3 (RAF) had with regard to UFOs and I 
have only seen one mention of them in the mid 1980s on one UFO file. The 
branch no longer exists. Info-Records have located a copy of the MOD 
directory of the period and established this branch's role. Although Info- 
Records have located documents still in MOD archives from this branch, there 
is no suggestion that they have anything to do with UFOs. An explanation is 
given in the attached draft response. 

3. We do not know what the original 1967 agreement was with regard to the 
retention of UFO files and there are no UFO policy files of this period still held 
in MOD. Info-Records know of no formal agreements with The National 
Archives about the permanent retention of these records. I have a record of 
the destruction of a number of UFO files, which is probably due to the 
incumbents of this post deciding they were not worthy of preservation. 

Dr Clarke has requested a list of the destroyed files and I see no reason to 
withhold this information. A list is attached at Annex A to this draft. 



Dr Clarke's request for information 



1a&b) I have searched the two files Dr Clarke mentioned and two other 
surviving UFO files of the period. None contain any mention of the meeting 
with Ms Randies on 18 August 1983.There is some correspondence with 
Ms Randies and she has given her written permission for us to release this to 
Dr Clarke. Copies of these are attached. D/DD Ops(GE)10/8 Part K contained 
a few paper^hatma^De relevant and copies of these are also attached. 
Wg Cd| |CTand UKOps -Airspace Integrity) has confirmed her 

agreement to the release of these documents. 



I have p assed Dr Clarke's request for a copy of D/DI55/108/15 Part 4 to 
(DIST-GM OMS AD). I have yet to have any response but will 
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chase this. 



3. A search of file Hd S4(Air)/BF 82 revealed two papers that might be 
relevant to Dr Clarke's request and he confirmed in an e-mail 21 June 2005 
that he would like copies of these. I see no reason not to release them. On 
2 July 2005 he also made a further request that this file be searched for a 
copy of a signal from the British Defence Staff in Washington dated 19 August 
1976. This file was not opened until 1978 and does not hold a copy of the 
signal. Dr Clarke also requested a copy of any other papers from this file 
which refer to the House of Lords debate, which he has not already had. It is 
impossible to be certain which papers are relevant without examining all 250 
pages and trying to match them to the vast amount of information already 
supplied. I have told him this is likely to^ecedg the £600 limit, but if there was 
something specific he was seeking I will see if it is on the file. 
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Our files contain the documents Dr Clarke is seeking relating tot 

(experiences in June 1 977. I do not know where Dr Clarke has got 
her name and address from, but I suspect it may be local newspaper reports. 
I can find no mention of he r name on the internet, although there is an article 
about the EBSBfiCM I at the time which says it features in three UFO 



books. I have discussed the release of these documents with the PTC FOI 
Cell and we agree that there seems no reason to withholcUhes^jocw^ 
under an exemption of the FOI A. It is not worth redacting BBSffB 
name and address as Dr Clarke is already aware of this and we would not be 
supplying these documents unless they were relevant to the request. As these 
event^ooyDlace 28 years ago it would not be practical to try to contact 
|to gain her permission to release this information. The file 
should be released into The National Archive probably within the next year 
and at that point will be fully open to public inspection. I therefore propose to 
send copies of these documents to Dr Clarke. A few lines have been 
redacted in accordance Data Protection Act as they contain personal 
information about | |and give details of another member of the 

public. 



Authorisation 

I hereby give authorisation for the release of the aforementioned information 
to the Applicant. 



B 1~ 

Grade/Rank: ....rr: Name: 
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Signature.... 



Date: 



M 



03 



DRAFT REPLY TO PR CLARKE 



Dear Dr Clarke 

I am writing in response to your two e-mail messages of 1 7 June in which you asked 
some questions about the contents of D/Sec(AS)12/l Part A, and made a further 
Freedom of Information request, I apologise for the delay in sending a substantive 
reply. 

First I will address your questions. For ease of reference I will number these replies in 
the same order as your letters. 

1 . When releasing information it is at the discretion of government departments 
whether they wish to remove the names of officials who work within the department. 
Generally this is considered on a case by case bases and may depend on such factors 
as the sensitivities of the area they work in, whether their name is already in the public 
domain and the age of the documents. Our duties to the individual to protect their 
personal information has also to be considered. MOD has been developing policies on 
all aspects of the release of information over the last few years in preparation for the 
introduction of the Freedom of Information Act and in these early months of FOI this 
continues to evolve. While the release of information will always be considered on a 
case by case basis, it has recently been decided that the names of officials will not be 
redacted from copies of released documents in the future unless there would, for 
example, be harm caused to the individual by releasing this data. With regard to the 
Rendlesham papers, the incident and many of the records were already 20 years old at 
the time of release and it was not considered necessary to remove these details. 

2. Science 3 (RAF) no longer exists* We have located a copy of the MOD telephone 
directory for the period which shows that this branch was part of the Assistant Chief 
Scientist (Personnel) (RAF) and their duties are described as "RAF Selection, 
training, manpower modelling, flight safety, air traffic services, and social factors 
affecting recruitment and retention of RAF personnel." Searches of the archive 
database have not identified any surviving UFO records from this department still 
held by the MOD. 

3. I understand that in 1967 it was decided to preserve records of UFO reports 
because of the increased public interest in the subject. However, there are no policy 
records for this period still held by the MOD so it is not clear whether it was intended 
to include only UFO reports (not policy, correspondence or parliamentary business) 
or all records about UFOs. We know of no formal agreement with The National 
Archives that they would accept any of these records indefinitely. During our work to 
identify and locate all the surviving records held by the MOD on UFOs it has become 
clear that a number of files have been destroyed and I suspect this may be because 
different incumbents of the branches within the MOD who were responsible for these 
records have used their judgement as to which files to preserve and this has inevitably 
lead to the destruction of some records. In recent years, with the introduction of the 
Code of Practice on Access to Government Information and now, the Freedom of 
Information Act, there has been a change in the type of correspondence we receive, 
from people wishing to tell us about their sightings, to requests for information held 
by the MOD. In response to this we have tried to preserve everything we can on the 
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subject andgsgygjKupnd his staff look out for any UFO related documents when 
reviewing MOD files* As requested, attached at Annex A is a list of UFO related files 
which are known to have been destroyed. 



Moving on to your request for information. 

la&b). File D/DS8/10/209 Part E (General Briefs & Reports, UFO Correspondence, 
Reports) was opened on 2 November 1982 and closed on 10 May 1983. The file 
contains four letters from Ms Randies and some associated correspondence. None of 
these letters refer to a meeting at MOD Main Building in August 1983 and there is no 
other relevant information on this file. As Ms Randies has provided her permission for 
the release to yourself of copies of her correspondence, I have enclosed these for your 
information. 

File D/DS8/10/209/1 Part A (General Briefs & Reports, UFO Correspondence- 
Reports) was opened on 6 May 1983 and closed on 23 October 1983. This file 
contains no correspondence with Ms Randies, or any reference to a meeting at MOD 
Main Building in August 1983. 

In ad dition to the files you mentioned I have also asked the department responsible for 
ft ^ (J^c^fence matters to search D/DD Ops(GE)10/8 Part K (Admin & General, UFOs) 
for any relevant information. This file was opened on 1 1 January 1983 and closed on 
27 June 1983. The file contains no papers about a m eeting in August 1983. There is 
however, correspondence between SSplREl ^Jand Ops(GE)(RAF) in March 
1983 concerning radar at the time of the Rendlesham incident. This was not a pre- 
meeting briefing, but followed a letter from Ms Randies dated 28 February 1983 in 
which she claimed there was "evidence of radar tracking". I am not sure if this is 
relevant to your request, but I have enclosed copies of these documents for your 
information. 

As D/DS8/10/209 Part E was closed in May 1983, 1 have also examined 
D/DS8/1 0/209 Part F (General Briefs & Reports, UFO Correspondence). This part 
was opened on 10 May 1983 and closed on 22 February 1984. This file contains only 
one letter from Ms Randies dated 1 st August 1983 which makes no mention of a 
meeting ancHhei^innKM^her relevant papers on this file. A copy of Ms Randies 
letter andH I reply is enclosed. 

These files consist of all the known surviving UFO files available for this period. 

I can therefore only conclude that there are no surviving papers relating to the meeting 

with Ms Randies. 

2. Your request for a copy of D/DI55/1 08/15 Part 4 (UFO Policy 1996) has been 
passed to DI55. I have yet to have a response, but I will hasten them on your behalf. 

3. Please find enclosed the two documents from file Hd S4(Air)/BF 82 which I 
informed you about in my e-mail of 21 June 2005. You also made a further request for 
a copy of a signal from the British Defence Staff (Air) in Washington dated 19 August 
1976 from this file, I can inform you that this file was not opened until 13 July 1978 
and does not contain a copy of the signal. You may wish to be aware that UFO files 
for 1976 are already open at The National Archives, With regard to the remaining 



papers in this file, it is impossible to say whether you have already had copies of all 
the documents without examining every page (the file contains more than 250 pages) 
and trying to match them with the large amount of information you have been sent in 
response to your previous requests. Such an exercise would be extremely time 
consuming and likely to exceed the time permitted in accordance with the FOLA 
However, if there is something in particular you are seeking, I will see if this is 
amongst these papers. 

4, Please find enclosed copies of correspondence between U S of S (RAF) and 
Nic holas Edwards MP in June 1977 co ncerning a letter from EraSfBRKil l Bof 
the MAWJLllil ll can con firm that the Co mmunity Relations 

Officer at nearby RAF Brawdy was asked to visit and details of this are 

also enclosed. A few details have been removed as these are personal to 
[SfSfflSfiBil ^Band another member of the public. There is no evidence that the 
Provost and Security Service Flying Complaints Flight was asked to make inquiries 
into these events. 

I hope this is helpful I will hasten DIS for the outstanding papers from both this and 
your earlier request and will contact you about these again as soon as possible. If this 
information does not address your requirements or you wish to complain about any 
aspect of the handling of this request, then you should contact me in the first instance. 
Should you remain dissatisfied, then you may apply for an internal review by 
contacting the Director of Information Exploitation, 6th Floor, MOD Main Building, 
Whitehall, SW1 A 2HB* 

If you are still unhappy following an internal review, you may take your complaint to 
the Information Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50 of the Freedom of 
Information Act, Please note that the Information Commissioner will not investigate 
your case until the MOD internal review process has been completed. Further details 
of the role and powers of the Information Commissioner can be found on the 
Commissioners website, http://www.informationcommissioner.gQV.uk . 

Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 



Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 
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From: 

Sent: 07 July 2005 09:39 
To: l^BH 

Subject: AIR 20/12966 
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We discussed the above file on Monday (Dr Clarke enquiry) and I undertook to check with TNA 
about the likelihood of its inclusion in the next pickup. 

I am advised that it will be include in the next transfer to Kew - a possibility of transfer next week 
(w/c 1 1 Jul) but if not then "definitely" w/c 1 8 Jul. 



13/07/2005 



Page 1 of 1 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject 



david clarke EHSnHiEi 
02 July 2005 10:14 
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Freedom of Information Request 
Importance: High 

2 July 2005 
Dean 
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With reference to our exchange of emails dated 21/22 June concerning papers in file HdS4(Air)/BF 82 you will 
recall I 

asked if you could supply any additional papers relating to UFO matters/House of Lords debate contained in 
this 

file that were not supplied in response to my earlier (2003) request. 

Having scanned the contents of the other file (DD Ops 10/8/1 Pt A) I found a reference to a signal sent from 
the 

British Defence Staff (Air) in Washington to MODUK S4 Air, reference RAFS/1 280/1 /ORG, dated 19 August 
1976. 

Apparently this was a summary of the US Air Force position on UFOs circa 1976 that was sent to S4 Air 
for use in the House of Lords debate. 

If this signal/letter and any associated papers are contained in the HdS4(Air)/BF 82 I would of course 

appreciate 

copies. 

Yours sincerely 
Dr David Clarke 
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ic Wales - UFO sightings sparked MoD probe 



Page 1 of 3 



'dueati&nnewsi 



Full OGMsri^QfC^ on Hi^iAJ^li^^^ 





Whof s on 




i^H^icWales Gil ^o^^srd^ 



Home page 
News 
Wales 
UK 



Worl d 

Features 

Columnists 



Polit ics 
Education 
Health 



Farming 
Letters 



Messaqeboa rd 
Business 
RugbyNation 
SoccerNation 
S ports 
What's on 
Your Wales 



Celebrity Wales 
Capital Citv 
A round Wales 
photosales 



By si ness sea rch 
jobswales 
i cHom es 
icMotors 
Classified Ads 



WM 
Dating 
Holidays 
Expats 
Community zone 
£-cards 
Weather 
Contact us 



wales 

Have your say pnthe Ne ws M essagebpard 



UFO sightings sparked MoD probe 

May 28 2005 

Sam Burson, Western Mail 



A SPATE of UFO sightings in Wales prompted a secret Ministry of Defence 
investigation, newly -released information has revealed. 

The clamour around the possibility of "little green men" visiting Pembrokeshire 
forced Government officials to look into the situation in the late 1970s. 

There were numerous tabloid reports, including one of an entire class of 
schoolchildren claiming to have seen a UFO landing. 

Many others reported being petrified by a strange silver alien. 

It all happened in what became known as the Broad Haven Triangle. 

Canny tourist operators even started running UFO sighting weekends. 

But new documents show despite publicly dismissing the reports as hoaxes, 
defence experts were racing to get answers, 

In a letter from May 1977, MoD minister Dr John Gilbert MP tells officials in the 
department, "I am being inundated at the present time with representations 
about UFOs said to have been seen in Pembrokeshire." 

He asks whether any investigations are being carried out. 

A reply tells the minister, "We look into detailed reports of unexplained 
phenomena to see if they have a bearing on the national defences." 

But they reassured we were not in danger of alien takeover, saying, "My 
department has carried out that type of investigation on the reports received 
from Wales, but these have been few in recent months. 

"No evidence has been revealed to suggest that the alleged sightings in Wales, 
or indeed those reported from other parts of Great Britain in the past, 
contained anything of significance from a defence point of view. 

"All I can tell you on the basis of the departments past experience, is that 
most reports of this nature can usually be referred to a commonplace object, 
which may have been observed perhaps from an unusual angle or in 
somewhat unusual weather or lighting conditions." 
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However, unbeknown to the minister, the RAF in West Wales was asked to 
carry out a "discreet" investigation. 

An extract of a private memorandum to the Provost and Security Service of 
the RAF, (effectively the military police), reads, "I should be grateful if you 
would have a look at these papers and let me know whether you think some 
sort of discreet inquiry would be worthwhile. 
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"What I would really like to know is the volume of local interest and/or alarm, 
and whether there is a readily discernible rational explanation for it (perhaps a 
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practical joker), or even whether there is prima facie evidence for a more 
serious specialist enquiry. 



"But I have not committed you in any way, and I have not even told the \ft/EL* 
minister I am consulting you." "ri 

o. iu*r\v 

The report called for has yet to be released. Kjgf ffl^m 



Sheffield University's folklore lecturer Dr David Clarke, who uncovered the 
other documents under the Freedom of Information Act, is now trying to track 
it down. 

Dr Clarke, who is researching a book called Saucer Full of Secrets about the 
fblkiore of UFO sightings, said, "I was really surprised to find this. 

"Generally the MoD dismisses these things and doesn't take them too 
seriously. 
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"But to find they ordered an investigation behind the Mlnster T s back is pretty 
interesting. 

"It's not quite the X-Files, but it is along the same lines." 



Dr Clarke is now trying to get hold of people who were featured in what he 
sees as the tall tales of nearly 30 years ago. 

"What I'd really like is to speak to some of the kids who apparently saw the 
alien craft." 



A newspaper at the time reported Broad Haven Primary School headmaster 
Ralph Lieweilyn backing the claims of his pupils, 14 of whom had drawn similar 
pictures of the craft. 

"What would be fantastic is to meet whoever it was wearing the alien suit/ 1 
added Dr Clarke. 
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"As far as I've been able to work out it was someone living locally, who'd got 
hold of a chemical suit, having a great time terrifying people." 
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UFO "hysteria 1 

IN 1977 the talk of Pembrokeshire was all about UFOs. 

Among dozens of alleged sightings, Billy and Pauline Coombes, living at a 
remote farmhouse near Broad Haven, were apparently terrified to see a 7ft 
giant in a silver suit outside their front room window at lam, 

Josephine Hewison, meanwhile, was reported to have seen a 50ft craft the 
shape of an upturned jelly mould parked outside her greenhouse. 

As well as pranksters, and talk of strange goings-on at local military bases, 
folklore expert Dr David Clarke thinks films fuel the hysteria. 

"Close Encounters of the Third Kind and Star Wars had just come out, so the 
idea of space was very much at the front of people's minds, which is 
fascinating in Itself." 

Anyone with stories or recollections from the time wanting to help David's 
research can get in touch on 07906 377 988. 
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World-wide hotels > European Hotels > UK Hotels > Pembrokeshire Hotel 

Hotels : 
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§ 

Hotel, Bed and Breakfast, Guest House, Lodging and Self Catering Atcornrm 



Haven Fort Hotel 

Settlands Hill, Little Haven, Haverfordwest, Pembrokeshire, South Wales, SA62 3 LA 

Telephone: 01437 781401 




A uniquely attractive cliff top hotel, offering unsurpassed, breathta kingly beautiful views of St Brides Bay an 
national park. The hotel, standing in a magnificent position in its own grounds, dominates the picturesque vi 
Haven and commands superb panoramic views, from all angles of the hotel. Safe bathing can be enjoyed at 
the hotels own beach, safe access from Little Haven Beach. 




The national park offers something for everyone. There are miles of cliff top pathways for the walkers offerir 
unparalleled scenic splendour. The bays of Settlands. Little Haven and Broad Haven with their fine beaches < 
for bathing, fishing, sailing, skin diving and surfing. 
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The hotel being of neo-Gothic architecture all public rooms are fitted and furnished in the style of the 
medieval period. 

There are 15 letting bedrooms with private bathrooms. 




Snacks and cream teas served in Bar open to non residents. 

The hotel has been prominently featured in the books "The Welsh Triangle", 'The Dyfed Enigma", and 
Uninvited". 

Open Easter - October. 



Basic Tariff 

Single bed and breakfast from £42.00 
Double bed and breakfast from £62,00 
Family bed and breakfast from £80.00 
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Files known or thought to have been destroyed 



AF/X58/64 Pt 1 


1968 (1 jast enclosure 
22.2.1968) 


UFO Policy & Policy 
Statements 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
163.1990 


AF/X58/64 Pt2 


1970 (Last enclosure 
31.3.1970) 


UFO Policy & Policy 
Statements 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
153.1990 


AF/1505 Pt2 


1 970 (T ,ast enclosure 
1.7 JO) 


Parliamentary 
Enquiries on UFOs 
Prime Minister's 
Folders^^^^^^ 




MOD Registered File 
FILE DESTROYED 
15.3.1990 


AF/1505 Pt3 


1977 (Last Enc 13/1) 


Parliamentary 
Questions and 
Enquiries on UFOs 




MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
5.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/1/1 PtI 


1978 (Last Enc 11/1) 


UFOs-Reports 
Corresgondence- 




MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
19.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/lPtD 


1978 (Last Enc 25/8) 


UFO Reports & 
Correspondence 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
19.3.1990 


D/DSR/7V2/1 PtF 


1 978-79 

(Last Enc 10/1) 


UFO Reports & 
Correspondence 


A/fOD T?ftOi<iterftH file 

FILE DESTROYED 
19.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/3/1 Pt A 


1979 ( Last Enc 15/1 » 


UFOs Parliamentary 
Correspondence 
House of Lords Debate 
January 1979 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/3/1 PtB 


1 979 (Last Enc 1 5/2 \ 


UFOs Parliamentarv 
Correspondence 
House of Lords Debate 
January 1979 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/1 PtA 


1979 (Last Enc 18/1) 


UFO Policy Statements 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
16.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/3 PtB 


1979 (Last Enc 25/1) 


UFOs Parliamentary 
Correspondence 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
20.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/4PtC 


1979 (La&t Enc 24/9) 


UFO Reports 
June-Oct 1979 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/1 Pt B 


1979 (Last Enc 4/12) 


UFO Policy Statements 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
20.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/5 


Not Known 


UFOs - Solar Satellite 
Power Station 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
19.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/3 Pt C 


1982 (Last Enc 11/2) 


UFOs Parliamentary 
Correspondence 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
22.3.1990 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt I 


? 


7 


No record of the 
creation or destruction 
of this part. Possible 
error in the lettering of 
this series of files 



D/DS8/75/2/1PU 


1982 (LastEnc 12/2) 


UFO Correspondence 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
26.3.1990 


D/DS8/10/209 PtH 


1984 (Last Enc 24/12) 


General Briefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
26.3.1990 


Files held in Directorates and Archives 


FILE REF 


DATE OF 
CONTENTS 


TITLE 


STATUS 


AIR 2/18872 


1972-73 


UFO Reports 


MOD Registered file. 
At PRO for release 
2004 / 
Ref AF/74#*/72 PtI 


AIR 20/12544 


1973 (January) 


UFO Reports 


MOD Unregistered 
pappf^ AtPROfor 
rafease 2004 
^Ref ID/48/ 129 


AIR 20/12545 


1973 (February) 


UFO Reports / 


MOD Unregistered 
papers 

At PRO for release 
2004 

Ref ID/48/130 


AIR 20/12546 


1973 (March) 

> 

/ 


UFORep6rts 


Air Ministry/ MOD/ 
AHB Unregistered 
papers 

At PRO for release 
2004 

Ref ID/48/131 


AIR 20/12547 


1973 (April) 

/ 

/ 


/tJFO Reports 


Air Ministry/ MOD/ 
AHB Unregistered 
papers 

At PRO for release 
2004 

RefID/48/132 


AIR 20/12548 


1973 (May)/ 


UFO Reports 


Air Ministry/ MOD/ 
AHB Unregistered 
papers 

At PRO for release 
2004 

Ref ID/48/ 133 


AIR 20/12549 

/ 

/ 


, 1973 (June) 


UFO Reports 


Air Ministry/ MOD/ 
AHB Unregistered 
papers 

At PRO for release 
2004 

Ref ID/48/134 



Annex B to D/DAS/64/1 
Dated 16 April 2003 



UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS «JFO> FILES 
DIRECTOR OF AIR OPERATIONS 

Files open for viewing at the Public Record Office (PRO) 

None. 



Files known or thought to have been destroyed 



FTT F "RFF 


DATE OF 
CONTENTS 


TITLE 


STATUS 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 
PtA 


1988 (Last Eric 9.4.88) 


Command, Control, 
Communication & 
Information - Air 

TriiTTif* f 1 oti tml - T rvu/ 
x i aiii^ villi i~ w 

Flying UFOs 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
15.11.1989 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 
PtB 


1988(Last Enc 2.8.88) 


Command, Control, 
Communication & 
Information -Air 
Traffic Control-Low 
Flying UFOs 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
2.8.1988 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 
PtC 


1989(LastEnc 27.1.89) 


Command, Control, 
Communication & 
Information -Air 
Traffic Control-Low 
Flying UFOs 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
15.11.1989 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 
PtD 


1989(LastEnc 
17.10.89 


Command, Control, 
Communication & 
Information -Air 
Traffic Control-Low 
Flying UFOs 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
26.1L1982 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 
PtE 


1990 


Command, Control, 
Communication & 
Information -Air 
Traffic Control-Low 
Flying UFOs 


MOD Registered file 
FILE DESTROYED 
26,11.1991 


Files held in Directorates and Archives ^ 


FILE REF 


DATE OF 
CONTENTS 


^^flTLE 


STATUS 


D/Air Def/1 11/6/4 
PtF 


1991 (From 15.3.91) y 


Command, Control, 
Communication & 
Information -Air 
Traffic Control-Low 
Flying UFOs 


MOD Registered file 
Held in Records 2 
(Hayes) 


D/Air Def/ 111/6/4 
PtG 


19^2<95 


Command, Control, 
Communication & 
Information -Air 
Traffic Control-Low 
Flying UFOs 


MOD Registered file 
Held in Records 2 
(Hayes) 

Copy of the whole file 
released to Dr Clarke 
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Room Exchange 



Science 2 (RAF) — Strike/attack, recce, air def, 
maritime, air tpt 



PSO 
PSO 

sso 
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Sqn U 
Sqn V 
HSO 
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SO 
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ASSISTANT CHIEF SCIENTIST (PERSONNEL) <RAF) - ACS(P)(RAF) 



ACS(P){RAF) Senior Principal Psychologist 

Scientific briefs and research on RAF personnel matters 
Personal Assistant 

Science 3 (RAF) — RAF selection, trg, manpower modelling, flight 
safety, air traffic svcs. and social factors affecting 
recruitment and retention of RAF personnel 



Section 40 




Service support staff 
Clerical staff 



ASSISTANT CHIEF SCIENTIST (GENERAL) (RAF) - ACS(G)(RAF) 



ACS(G)(RAF) Senior Principal Scientific Offr , 

Long term review of RAF eqpt programme. Scientific briefs and 

research on logistics 
Personal Assistant 

Science 1 (RAF) — Logistics, reliability, ADP 



Section 40 



Computer svcs for all CS(RAF| staff 



Gen scientific support for Science 1 and 2(RAF) 



Service support staff 
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ACSA<N) 


2 


ACSA<P> 


2 


ACSA(R) 


2 


ACSA<S) 


3 


ACS<G)(RAF) 


7 


ACS<0,(RAF) 


6 


ACStPHRAF) 


7 


ADNA 1 etc 


4 


AD/SAG<A) 1 etc 


5 


APRE 


6 


CSA 


2 


CS (Army) 


5 


CS (RAF) 


6 
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CS (RIM) 


4 


DAPRE 


6 


DCA(RT) 


2 


DNA 


4 


DOAE 


3 


DOAO (Q) 


3 


DSAC Sec 


2 


D Sc 1 


3 


D Sc 2/5 


2 


D Sc 3 


3 


D Sc 6 


2 


D Sc 7 


3 


D Sc 8 


2 
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D Sc 11 


2 


D Sc 14 


2 


SAGjA) 1 etc 


5 


SA<SD) 


4 


SCIAD 


5 


Science 1 (RAF) 


7 


Science 2 <RAF) 


7 


Science 3 (RAF) 


7 


Science Admin (RAF) 


6 


SP (N) 


5 


SSPAG 


5 



UNCLASSIFIED 



Dec 84 



Section 40 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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DEFENCE SCIENTIFIC STAFF 



DEFENCE COUNCIL 



CSA 
(Member) " 



ADMIRALTY BOARD 



CERN 4 
' (Member) 



ARMY BOARD 



CERN 4 
{Member) 



AIR FORCE BOARD 



CERIM „ 
"{ Member} 



Central Scientific Defence Staff 

ACSA(F) DSc 2, DSc 5, DSc 8, DSc 11, DSc 14 

ACSA{R) 9 — DSc 4, DSAC Sec 
ACSA(S) — OSc1,DSc7,DOAO(G),D/DOAE,DOAE 

, ACSA(N) DSc 6, DSc 3 



•DCA(RT) ; 



r ,7*1 

AUSfOR} 1 



DS3 

P&rt of PUS's 
organization — 
see Section 6. 
j 



*CS{RN] 3 - 



Scientific Advisory Group (Navy) 
• DNA, SP<N),SSPAG E 



-CS(Army} e 



Scientific Advisory Group (Army} 
*DAPRE,DSCRDE 7 



-CS(RAF} a - 



Scientific Advisory Group (RAF) 



-ACSiO)(RAF) J ACS(P)tRAF) J ACS(G)(RAF) 



Also responsible to DUS(Pol)lPE), 
Also responsible to CERN I Section 17). 
Also responsible to VCNS (Section 71 and, 
asDGRA, to DCAlRT] (Section 17). 
Also responsible to CD P. 
Also responsible to ACNS(P) (Section 2]. 
Also responsible to VCGS (Section 8) and, 
as DGRB, to DCA(RT) (Section 17) 
Also responsible to QMG (Section 8). 
Also responsible to V CAS (Section 9) and, 
as DGRC, to DCAIRT) (Section 17). 
Also responsible to CERN (Section 17} 



As at April 1984 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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Building/ Extension/ 
Room Exchange 



D Sc 3 — Asst Director, Senior Principal Scientific Offr. 
Implementation of co-operation procedures under 1958 US/UK Def 
Agreement, dissemination of def nuclear info; classification 
and lech nuclear sy pol; safety of nuclear wpns and naval 
nuclear propulsion plants. Sec of Nuclear Powered Warships Safety Ctee 
(NPWSC) and Nuclear Wpns Safety Ctee <NWSC); radiological 
health and safety pol; def nuclear records 

Personal Assistant 

Radiological health and safety pol. Sec, MOD Radiological Protection Tech 
Advisory Ctee (RAPTAC); tech sy and safety aspects of naval 
nuclear propulsion matters incl US/UK liaison; nuclear wpn effects 
and nuclear hardening; management and classification of def nuclear 
records; tech aspects of nuclear emergency arrangements; PQs 

Jumor Sec of Nuclear Powered Warship Safety Ctee {NPWSC), Nuclear 
Wpns Safety Ctee (NWSC) and MOD Radiological Protection Tech 
Advisory Ctee (RAPTAC). Deputy Atomic Control Offr 

ATOMIC Control Offr; pol and procedures on nuclear sy matters incl 
classification guides and clearance for access to ATOMIC, CONIFER and 
PRINCIPAL info; management of def nuclear records 

Clearance, access and nuclear visit inquiries 
Distr of Def nuclear info 
Registry 

Reviewers (def nucleer records) 
{Also responsible to CS(R)1 ) 




Clerical staff 
Clerical staff 
Clerical staff 
Record Reviewers 
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ASSISTANT CHIEF SCIENTIFIC ADVISER (STUDIES) - ACSA(S) 



ACSA{S) Chief Scientific Offr (also DOAE) 

Co-ord and execution of analytical studies under the gen 
responsibility of CSA relating to pol, strategy and tactics, 
force structure and long term system reqts; support to 
Secretariat, Def pol and intelligence staffs, Def 
Operational Analysis Org pol and planning; executive 
responsibilities for Operational Analysis Ctee (QAC), staff 
assistance to OAC Military Priorities Subctee, HQ responsibilities 
for Def Operational Analysts Esib (DOAE) 

D Sc 1 and 7 — Director, Deputy Chief Scientific Offr 
Personal Assistant 

D Sc 1 — Assistant Director, Senior Principal Scientific Offr 
Personal Assistant to ADs D Sc 1 and D Sc 7 

Sc 7 — Assistant Director, Senior Principal Scientific Offr 



Clerical staff 

DEFENCE OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS ORGANIZATION {Germany) — DOAO(G) 




J HQ British Forces 
Germany BFPO 40 



tun RhainHahli 



Director (DOAO(G)) 

Reports to ACSA^S) 
Personal Assistant 

Land Studies — BAOR 

Air Studies — RARG) 



Admin 




Clerical staff # 
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Land Studies — If^f} Corps 
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Clerical staff 



DEFENCE OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS ESTABLISHMENT — DOAE 



Director (DOAE) (also ACSA(S)J 

Reports to CSA 
Personal Assistant 

Deputy Director (Scientific} 'A' 
Personal Assistant 

Deputy Director (Scientific) 'B' 
Personal Assistant 

Senior Military Co-ord/ Senior Svc Representative (RN) 
Personal Assistant 

Tech Advisory Group 



Senior Svc Representative (RN) 
Senior Svc Representative (Army) 
Senior Svc Representative {RAF) 




UWGIdA&SJFIED 
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Sent: 21June 2005 11:38 



Section 40 



Subject: RE: Freedom of Information request 




Section 4% 



On my list of files, there is only one of yours which could possibly hold relevant information and that is D/DD 
Ops(GE)10/8 Part K- Admin & General, UFOs 

(Covering 11.1.1 983 - 27.6.1 983). I have recalled my files from Archives to see if the information Dr Clarke is 
seeking are on these, but if not I expect there is a slim chance that your file may hold something relevant. 




Section 40 



From: 

Se nt: 21 June 2005 08:46 

To: ^SSBESl^^H 

Subject: RE: Freedom of Information request 



Section E 



The only UFO files I am aware of are the 33 files that we published last year. If there is no record of the 
discussions in 1983 on those files, I do not have any other records that I can search for you. 

Realistically, any briefing on radar would be core business for the AD staffs and unlikely to have attracted any 
written records at MOD level. 

Let me know if you need to me to do anything. 



SOI Airspace Integrity 
DCT&UK Ops 
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Internet account 



Section 40 



iod.uk 
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From: | 

Se nt: 17 June 2005 17:03 
Tof 

Subject: Freedom of Information request 
Importance: High 



Dear All 

Please see attached two e-mails which I have received today from Dr Clarke about UFOs. One is some 
follow on questions from his previous requests for information and one is a new FOI request. I would be 
grateful for your advice as follows: 

FOI request, para no.2. - During inquiries with HaaufliEUJabout records affected by the asbestos 
contamination in OWOB, it was established that there were four DISS UFO Policy files which were previously 
thought to be in the contaminated archive, but were in fact held by DI55. One of these is the file requested 
here by Dr Clarke. Please could you let me know whether you wish to release (or withhold) this information 
through me, or answer this part yourself. 

FOI request, para no .3 - This file is one of mine, but as he is looking specifically for a document sent to S4 
(Air) by ADI/DI55 t is it possible you may also hold any relevant information? 



13/07/2005 
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•pnd request, para no. 2 - The documents referred to in this paragraph were forwarded to a branch called 
ence 3 (RAF)" circa 1985-87 by DI55. Until we released these papers I had never heard of this branch. 
Do you know if they were part of DSTI? With regard t^rClarkejscmestion about what happened to the 
UFO file and database compiled by Science 3, 1 think S35I55iE!?]^Bsaid that she had evidence that the 
database had been destroyed. I don't know if this goes for their flies to. Perhaps you can advise me? 



Secti 



pfeert^ could you also let me know how you are getting on with the papers still outstanding from Dr 

Clarke's January FOI request. 



FOI request, para no. 1b. - 1 will look for any papers we might hold on our files regardincHhisJgut please could 
you let me know if you hold any relevant information concerning advice given to EBSnBBEiU by Air 
Defence Staff. 



)n 40| 

FOI request, para no.3 - Given the date of this file, please could you let me know if you or your staff hold it for 
review or it is likely still to be in the TNT archives? 



Thank you all for your help. I would appreciate a response as soon as possible. If you have any questions, 
please give me a call. 



Section 40 



DAS-FOl 



Section 40 



13/07/2005 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 



Section 40 



david clarke 
21 June 2005 17:46 



Section 40 



2: 



Re: Freedom of Information request 
Importance: High 



Dear 



Section 40 



Thanks for your e-mail re my request 3: Yes I can confirm the two pieces of information from file HD S4 
(Air)ZBF 82 sound like the 
ones I am seeking. 



My reference to these papers actually comes from the Rendlesham file (enclosure 29) - marked 'copy taken 
from 

D/DS8/1 0/209 Pt A on 26 Feb 2001' which is a Loose Minute f rom EBSIBRESllto Dl 55 dated 28 Jan 1981 , 
this ^ ^ 
reads: "During the preparation for the Lords Debate on UFOs on 18 Jan 1979, Dl Ss EfSffBiEM made 
contributions to Hd of S4 (Air)'s Draft Closing Address and Background note." 

I took this to mean a formal briefing, but from the contents of the file you mention it would seem it was in the 
form of notes. I'm asking for these as Dl 55's contribution to the debate materials was missing from the other 
House of Lords file supplied last year (see below): 

If the remainder of HD S4(Air)/BF 82 duplicates the content of DD/Ops(GE)10/8 Pt A then I'm content just 
to receive the two items you mention. If there is any additional material not duplicated in the latter file I would 
appreciate copies of these. 



Many thanks for your attention to this request. 



David Clarke 



— Origi nal Message 
From: EE 

Sent: luesday, June 21 , 2005 4:39 PM 
Subject: Freedom of Information request 



Dear Dr Clarke 



I am working on your requests for information and will send a substantive reply as soon as possible. I 
would however, be grateful if you could clarify the information you are seeking relating to request 3. 



I have examined file HD S4(Air)/BF 82 and as you suspected the file does contain correspondence relating 
to the House of Lords Debate on UFOs, most of which I believe you have already received in response to 
your previous requests. With regard to a briefing sent to S4(Air) by ADI/DI55 for the debate, I can advise 
you that the file contains two pieces of information whictynioh^e relevant, although neitheragDear to be 
an actual "briefings". The first is a letter fromADI/DI55HSIl^EEI to Head of S^Air^ ^BBmEw l dated 
30 May 1978 in response to a request fromEHSnERESP on a background note for the 

House of Lords Debate. The other is not addressed to anyone (or dated) but is simply titled "Notes from § 
SBRHRfiE^ gives some information about stars, the galaxy and the time it would take to reach other 
planets. There is also an explanation of Occam's Razor and a quote from Project Sign in February 1949. 



Please could you confirm whether either of these documents are likely to be the one you are seeking. 



Your sincerely, 



Ministry of Defence 



13/07/2005 



dire ctorate o f Air Staff ■ 

Main Building 
Whitehall 
LONDON 
SW1A2HB 



Freedom of Information 



e-mail :das-ufo-office@ mod.uk 



13/07/2005 
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From: BragntTiEi; 
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Sent: 20 June 2005 1 0:05 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: AIR 20/13011 (provisional 



Section m 



The above piece - former ref Hd S4(Air)/BF82 UFOs Sept 1978 to Jan 1979 - should be with you and 
ready for the next pick-up (?). 



Section 40 



has an FOI request about the file; please contact her 



Section 40 



to arrange for its 



temp transfer to her 



If the file is included in a pick-up while still out to DAS please contact j 
not miss the transfer opportunity! 



I would rather the file 



20/06/2005 



i53 14 to-oo^ 



Dear All 

Please see attached two e-mails which I have received today from Dr Clarke about UFOs. X^J^M ' 
One is some follow on questions from his previous requests for information and one is a new 
FOI request. I would be grateful for your advice as follows: 




Sectio 



FOI request, para no.2. - During inquiries w ittlKB?ffS!iEi]labout records affected by the 
asbestos contamination in OWOB, it was established that there were four DI55 UFO Policy 
files which were previously thought to be in the contaminated archive, but were in fact held by 
DI55. One of these is the file requested here by Dr Clarke. Please could you let me know 
whether you wish to release (or withhold) this information through me, or answer this part 
yourself. 



FOI request, para no.3 - This file is one of mine, but as he is looking specifically for a 
document sent to S4(Air) by ADI/DI55, is it possible you may also hold any relevant 
information? 



Second request, para no.2 - The documents referred to in this paragraph were forwarded to a 
branch called "Science 3 (RAF)" circa 1985-87 by DI55. Until we released these papers I had 
never heard of this branch. Do you know if they were part of DSTI? With regard to Dr 
Clark e's question about what happened to the UFO file and database compiled by Science 3, 
I think EEBflERKSl ^Bsaid that she had evidence that the database had been destroyed. I 
'trrnr^oe^c 



don't know i 



rgoesTor their files to. Perhaps you can advise me? 



^^pHBSi* could you also let me know how you are getting on with the papers still 
outstanding from Dr Clarke's January FOI request. 



40 



f bi 



Sectio 



Ol request, para no,1b. - I will look for any papers we might hold on our files regarding this, 
but pleas^ouk^oi^et me know if you hold any relevant information concerning advice 
given to EEBHBRKil ^Bby Air Defence Staff. 



Sal 



FOI request, para no.3 - Given the date of this file, please could you let me know if you or 
your staff hold it for review or it is likely still to be in the TNT archives? 



Thank you all for your help. I would appreciate a response as soon as possible. If you have 
any questions, please give me a call. 

DAS-FOI 
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17 June 2005 




Dear 




Thank you for your email dated 25 May in response to my question concerning the 
provenance of the Flying Saucer Working Party and Rendiesham documents released to me 
under the Code of Practice in 2002. 

I look forward to receiving the outstanding DIS papers from my FOI request of 19 January 
2005. Having now examined the papers contained in D/Sec(AS)12/1 Part A - UFO Policy 
I have three questions relating to content: 

1) Could you explain why the names of MOD employees/military personnel have been 
removed from these papers? I am puzzled as to why names of personnel *have* been 
released in the papers relating to the Rendiesham incident, currently on the MOD Publication 
Scheme, but have been removed from this and other requests. I attended an FOI conference 
held by the Association of Journalism Education at Sunderland University on 20 June where I 
was informed by a representative of the Information Commissioner's office that there is no 
specific exemption under the FOI for names of public sen/ants to be removed from papers 
released, and the decision to do so is purely at the discretion of the department concerned. 
Could you confirm this is the case? 

2) Enclosure 13 (and surrounding papers) in the file refer to a xcomputerised UFO database 
compiled by an MOD department/ branch known as Science 3 (RAF) circa 1985-87. E14 
refers specifically to a UFO file held by Science 3 at this point that ran to Part M (i.e. eight 
parts). However, no reference to these files can be found on the list you supplied earlier this 
year. What happened to the UFO file and database compiled by Science 3? 

3) In Enclosure 27 (Loose Minute D/Sec(AS)12/1 2 April 1990) reference is made to "clearing 
our cupboards of old files on the subject of UFOs, some of which have been sent to 
CS(Records) for retention." I note from your letter of 25 April 2005 (note 5) that two files 
(D/DS8/75/3/1 Pts A & B - UFOs, House of Lords debate) were destroyed on 22 March 1990 - 
presumably as a result of this clear-out. Do you have details of any other UFO files and their 
titles that were destroyed at this time? How was it that destruction of these files was 
authorised in 1990 when the same minute (above) refers to Ministerial policy from 1967 that 
UFO files should be preserved for release at the PRO under the Public Records Act? 

I understand that as more 60 working days have elapsed since my last FOI request I am now 
able to make a further request under FOI which I am sending separately, both by email and 
post (as my request contains a written note of consent under the DPA 98). 

Yours sincerely, 

Dr David Clarke 




8 October ^004 
Oa His vis*;- I wta <44e Jo ftsc/il" h 4a a Aqcu*»*& 



r^U^e? ur\h& fa freedom ^ \ryhrnahcA 

K^uci^ tcv^icUib >a fled tab* fots^ Su/AlK / Qtcc^btr 1^0 
pap**, wfaur po&cuw reJLvyJr U> frysj/ 



Section 40 



vid Clarke 



67 



From: 


"david ctarke"bWBl>!BigraMl 




To: 


■ 


B§mod,uk> 



Sent: 

Subject: FOt Request 
Dr David Clarke 




17 June 2005 

Freedom of Information Request: Ministry of Defence 
Dear! 



Section 40 



I wish to make a FOI request for hard copies of all documents/papers etc related to the following specific 
subjects. 

I am also sending by post a printed copy of this email, enclosing a letter from Ms Jenny Randies dated 8 
October 2004 

giving you consent under the Data Protection Act (DPA 98) for personal material related to request 1a and 1b 
(below) 

to be released to me. 
FOI requests: 

1a: Copies of all relevant material (briefings/notes/reports/correspondence) relating to a meeting between 
Jenny w^—^^mm^^^^ 

Randies EEBHBRKfa nd BE KM and EEBflBRKM Bof the Ministry of Defence DS8c which took 
place 

at MOD Main Building, Whitehall, on 18 August 1983 to discuss the UFOs and specifically the release under 
the 

USA FOIA of the memo by Col Charles Halt relating to the "Rendlesham UFO incident/' 

1b: Copies of any notes/reports or other material relating to a briefing in pre-18 August 1983 given by Air 
Defenc^^^^^^^^ 

staff to EBSBfiKil ^Band other staff at DS8 relating to the role of radar in the investigation of reported 
UFOs.^^^^ 

This briefing was, I understand, referred to by H35IEREi]M durin 9 her meeting with Ms Randies on 18 



August 

1983. Reference to your file list suggests this material will be located in file D/DS8/1 0/209 Pt E and 
D/DS8/1 0/209/1 

Pt A (General Briefs, reports, correspondence 1983) 

2. I request a copy of the contents of file DI/DI 55/108/15 Pt 4: UFO Policy 1996. I understand from your 
letter of 25 April 2005 that this file, along with 3 others, have escaped the asbestos contamination currently 
affecting the Dl file store. I note that the file I am requesting is held by Dl 55 and its contents will in all 
probability contain classified documents that will have to be downgraded before they can be released under 
FOK I would appreciate in advance of this process any information on the number of enclosures contained 
in this file and the approximate dates covered by the contents, 

3. Copy of file Hd S4(Alr)/BF 82 - Unidentified Flying Objects Sept 1 978-January 1 979. 1 understand from the 
list of files you suppliej^hi^sheld by MOD. I suspect this file contains correspondence relating between the 
head of S4 (Air),EHSffSRBS^Band other MOD branches relating to the House of Lords debate on UFOs 
held in Janu ary t979. In particu lar, I wish to obtain a copy of a briefing for use in the debate sent to S4(Air) 
by ADI/DI 55jSgSnBEEiM I during the period mentioned. 



17/06/2005 
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^■yith reference to your email dated 1 7 March 2005 in respect of my request in 2003 under the Code of 
WKrtice for copies of Parliamentary correspondence relating to UFO sightings in Wales during 1977. 1 
now make a request for a fresh search of file D/DS8/25/3 Pt A - UFOs Parliamentary Correspondence 
1977-79, particularly enclosures nos: 1-45 for copies of the following: correspondence between 
Nicholas Edwards MP and the PUS of S for the RAF datecn!^M^unM977 and any other related 
material conc erning sightings reported to Mr Edwards by EBSffiBEM I of the ISSBtTSSEISlHil 
"I This correspondence is seperate fronUh^mte^^/lr Edwards dated 24 May and reply 
dated 16 June you supplied in 2003. I understand EfSKBiRKiM ^as interviewed by an officer from 
RAF Brawdy and inquiries were made by the Prov6st and Security Service Flying Complaints Flight 
in the area. As a result of a report on the findings was forwarded to S4 (Air) by the 
Community Relations Officer, RAF Brawdy, during the period May-June 1977. Please supply copies 
of these papers if they can be found in this file. 



I would not expect this request to exceed the £600 limit under the FOI for the search and copying of 
material. If you believe it does, then please could you let me know so that t can modify my request 
accordingly. 



I am grateful for your assistance, 
Yours sincerely 
Dr David Clarke 



17/06/2005 



Dr David Clarke 




17 June 2005 

Freedom of Information Request: Ministry of Defence 
Dear! 



Section 40 



I wish to make a FOI request for hard copies of ait documents/papers etc related to the 
following specific subjects. I am also sending by post a printed copy of this email, enclosing a 
letter from Ms Jenny Randies dated 8 October 2004 giving you consent under the Data 
Protection Act (DPA 98) for personal material related to request 1a and 1b (below) 
to be released to me. 



FOI requests: 

1a: Copies of all relevant material(bnef^ 

meeting between Jenny Randies, EflSffiffK^ nd EI3SBRKM and EfSSBiRKffl 

the Ministry of Defence DS8c whibh took place at MOD Main BuildingTWhitehali^on 18 
August 1983 to discuss the UFOs and specifically the release under the USA FOIA of the 
memo by Col Charles Halt relating to the "Rendlesham UFO incident." 



of 



Sectii BIS 



1b: Copies of any notes/rep orts or other mate rial relating to a briefing in pre-18 August 1983 
given by Air Defence staff to EBSBfiEil Mand other staff at DS8 relating to the role of 



radanrUheinvestigation of reponecUJFOs^iis briefing was, I understand, referred to by Bf3 ^^Ci^c^^ 
SSSIHiEfturing her meeting with EBSnBfiEil lori 1 8 August 1 983. Reference to your fiieiisT^ 
suggests this material will be located in file~D7D$8/1 0/209 PtJ^and D/DS8/1 0/209/1 Pt A — 
(General Briefs, reports, correspondence 1983) 



2. 1 request a copy of the contents of file DI/DI 55/108/15 Pt 4: UFO Policy 1 996. 1 understand 
from your letter of 25 April 2005 that this file, along with 3 others, have escaped the asbestos 
contamination currently affecting the Dl file store. I note that the file I am requesting is held by 
Dl 55 and its contents will in all probability contain classified documents that will have to be 
downgraded before they can be released under FOI. I would appreciate in advance of this 
process any information on the number of enclosures contained in this file and the 
approximate dates covered by the contents. 

3. Copy of file Hd S4(Alr)/BF 82 - Unidentified Flying Objects Sept 1978-January 1979. 1 
understand from the list of files you supplied this is he ld by MOD. I susp ect this file contains 
correspondence relating between t^ 

branches relating" to the House of Lords debate on UTO^TS^^Snuary 1 979. In particular, 
jA^shjoobtgjj^yjopy of a briefing for use in the debate sent to S4(Airj by ADI/DI 55, 
during the period mentioned. 
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4. With reference to your email dated 17 March 2005 in respect of my request in' 2003 under 
the Code of Practice for copies of Parliamentary correspondence relating to UFO sightings ir^ 
Wales during 1977. 1 now make a request for a fresh search of file D/DS8/25/3 Pt A - UFOs 
Parliamentary Correspondence 1977-79, particularly enclosures nos: 1-45 for copies of the 
following: correspondence between Nicholas Edwards M^ 

dated 1.5 & 17June197^ oth er related material con cerning sightings reported to Mr 
Edwards byEBSnSfiEill Bof theT 



Section 40 
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3a&UUUSj|This correspondence is seperate from the letterb^^r^dwards dated 24 May 
and reply dated 16 June you supplied in 2003. I understand reKfBfiEM was interviewed by 
an officer from RAF Brawdy and inquiries were made by the Provost and Security Service 
Flying Complaints Flight in the area. As a result of a report on the findings was forwarded to 
S4 (Air) by the Community Relations Officer, RAF Brawdy, during the period May-June 1977. 
Please supply copies of these papers if they can be found in this file. 

I would not expect this request to exceed the £600 limit under the FOI for the search and 
copying of material. If you believe it does, then please could you let me know so that I can 
modify my request accordingly. 

I am grateful for your assistance, 

Yours sincerely 



Dr David Clarke 
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From : 

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

5*™or, Zone H, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A2HB 




Telephone 



e-mail 



(Direct dial) 
(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 

das-ufo-office @ mod. 51 



020 7218 2140 
020 7218 9000 



Dr David Clarke Your Reference 
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Our Reference 
D/DAS/64/3/11 






Date 




25lh April 2005 



Dear Dr Clarke 

Further to my e-mail message of 17 th March, I am now in a position to give a reply to your requests 
for information. I will also address the questions you asked in your e-mail message of 1 8 th March. J ~* 
I apologise for the time taken to provide this response. 

1). Please find enclosed a copy of file D/Sec(AS)12/l Part A - UFO Policy, as requested. This m 
copy is reproduced in the same order as the original file. A number of documents have been 
removed for various reasons which I will indicate below and their place in the file has been 
marked to indicate where the documents sit within our records. The enclosures removed are as 
follows; 

Enclosure 150 - Withheld subject to consultation with another department. 
Enclosure 146/1 - Contains personal informationamiTs withheld in accordance with the Data 
Protection Act 1998 (DPA98). 

Enclosure 145+1 - Contains personal information and is withheld in accordance with the DPA98. , 
Enclosure 144/1 - Contains personal information and is withheld in accordance with the DPA98. 
Enclosure 144+2 - Contains personal information and is withheld in accordance with the DPA98. 
Enclosure 112 - Has not been supplied as it is a duplicate of Enclosure 1 18. 
Enclosures 83-85 - Classified documents which are being withheld subject to authority to 
downgrade this information for release. — — — 

Enclosures 70-71 - Classified-documents which are being withheld subject to authority to 
downgrade this information for release. 

Enclosure 68 - Classified documents which are being withheld while we seek authority to 
downgrade this information for release. 

Enclosure 64 - Has not been supplied as it is a duplicate of pages 2 and 3 of Enclosure 65. 
Enclosure 32 - Classified documents which are being withheld subject to authority to downgrade 
this information for release. 

Enclosures 22-23 - Contains personal information and is withheld fei accordance with the DPA98. 

Please note that the documents marked as withheld awaiting downgrading have not been supplied 
at this time because they were originally covered by security classifications. Information is not 
withheld under the Freedom of Information Act purely because it was classified on creation, but 
the reasons for such a classification and any continuing sensitivities have to be considered before 
the information can be released. Only the originator has the authority to downgrade classified 



information and in this case, the documents have been returned to them for consideration and I 
will write to you again about these records as soon as possible. All the information redacted from 
the released documents has been removed because it is personal information and therefore subject 
[to the Data Protectignffit 1998, or is original security classifications which have now been _ ^ 
removed. A few docMents have entirely been withheld under DPA98 because the whole 
document concerns information personal to an individual. 

2) . Please find enclosed a copy of all the documents you requested, except for D/DIST/1 1/10 
dated 3 February 1997. As above, I am currently seeking authority to downgrade this document 
and I will write to you again about mis as soon as possible. As advised in my e-mail message of 
17 a March 2005, you will notice that D/Sec(AS)64/l dated 14 March 1997 is actually dated 1994. 
As this refers to previous correspondence dated 29 January 1997, 1 believe this was an error and 
this is the document you are seeking. You also requested any additional correspondence that 
follows in this sequence and I am seeking authority to downgrade the three further papers that I 
have identified as relevant. 

3) . With regard to your request for copies of correspondence relating to DIST 's decision to no 
longer receive UFO reports, DIST have now supplied a copy of a letter dated 4 December 2000 
which details the reasons for this decision and I am seeking their permission for downgrading and 
release. 



4) You also asked which files from a list of 34 files are now at The National Archives (TNA). 
I am advised that the last pick up of records by TNA was on 15 th March 2005 and this included 
only four UFO files. These were D/DS8/75/2/2 Part E^D/DS 8/75/2/2 Part F, D/DS8/75/2/3 Part 
D and D/DS8/75/2/3 Part G. These have been allocated to DEFE 24/1288 - DEFE 24/1291. 
Following collection, TNA take 50 working days to prepare records before they are open for ■- 
public viewing, so you may wish to look at their catalogue to see when these become available. In 
addition, you may wish to be aware mat the following records on your list are already open at 
TNA. All other records are still with the MOD. 



D/DS8/2/3 Part C - TNA Ref: DEFE 24/1205 

D/DS8/75/2/1 Part B - TNA Ref: DEFE 24/120fiL_, 

DI55/108/15/1 Part 21- TNA Ref: DEFE 31/163 
DI55/108/15/1 Part 22- TNA Ref: DEFE 31/164 
DI55/108/1 5/1 Part 23 - TNA Ref: DEFE 3 1/165 
DI55/1 08/1 5/1 Part 24 - TNA Ref: DEFE 3 1/166 
DI55/108/15/1 Part 25 - TNA Ref: DEFE 3 1/167 

With regard to the transfer of UFO files tQ TNA it may assist you iflexjolain the trajosfer process 
and why it is not possible to be exact about dates of transfer. MOD records are reviewed at 
various times up to the time when they are 30 years old and are either destroyed or selected for 
TNA. If the department consider they warrant preservation at TNA they are given a provisional 
TNA reference and added to a list which is sent to TNA for approval. These lists can sometimes 
run to hundreds of records and TNA may not agree to accept everything that is offered to them 
(although UFO records are usually accepted because of their popularity) . If accepted, TNA will 
then decide which items from the list they will collect and when. This is not conducted at regular 
intervals but entirely at the discretion of TNA, who will inform theJVIOD (often at short notice) of 
when they will be collecting. Once records are collected, TNA take a further 50 working days to 
prepare and catalogue the records before they are open for public viewing. You may wish to note 
that the reference given to these items by MOD staff when they are listed is provisional only and 
may be changed by TNA during this process. Until this stage has been completed the TNA 
catalogue will show the item as not available. This does not necessarily mean that the record is 
still with the MOD, but simply that it is not yet available for viewing. I have been informed that —■ 
there are no collections by TNA scheduled in the near future. 



5) In your e-mail message of 1 8 March you enquired about the numbering of the UFO 
Parliamentary Correspondence file from 1977-1978. I can confirm that this file has been given 
Jthree reference numkgfi. The file cover of the file shows the number as D/DS8/25/3 Part A, ;_7 _ 
although the writing cfttild also be interpreted as D/DS8/75/3 which would fit more easily withlKE^ 
rest of this series of files which all seem to be in the 75 series. It appears that this file also had a - 
previous number of D/S4(Air)8/3 Part A and it is likely the file was renumbered when the branchy 
changed from S4(Air) to DS8. This is, however, separate from the two files which you refer to 
that were destroyed on 22 March 1 990. These were D/DS8/75/3/1 Parts A and B - UFOs 
Parliamentary Correspondence, House of Lords Debate 1979. 

6) . You also asked about four DIS UFO policy files whichaSoKBI said were believed to 
be with DI55. Although it was initially thought that these files were amongst those which were 
stored in the asbestos contaminated archives, DI55 have confirmed that D/DI55/108/15 Parts 4-7 
have escaped the contamination and are held in the branch, 

7) . Finally, as mentioned in my message of 1 7 th March 2005 please find enclosed copies of 
enclosures 95 and 96 from D/D Air Defl 1 1/6/4 Part F which were outstanding from one of your 
earlier requests for information. I apologise for the length of time it has taken to supply this 
information, but it was necessary to consult a third party before release and unfortunately this can 
sometimes be a lengthy business. 

I hope this covers your request for information, plus the additional questions you have raised. 
DIS have indicated that they will come back to me shortly concerning the documents they have 
for downgraded and I will write to you again as soon as possible regarding these. In the 
meantime, please contact me if you have any questions, 



Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 
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Loose Minute 
D/Sec(AS)64/l 
14th March 1994 



AO/AD1 
PI ST 



Copy to: 

PSO/ACAS 
DAO 

Head of Sec (AS) 
DI sec 
AD/DI55 
DPR ( RAF ) 

'UNIDENTIFIED PLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29th January 1997 

1. You will recall that I wrote at Reference seeking advice and 
comment on the way forward for handling 'UFO ' reports and I wonder 
if you have yet had time to consider what might be required so far 
as your respective interests are concerned. I discussed a number 
ofpoints at a meeting some three weeks ago with 1 ! 
flilbut have not heard further. 

2. I appreciate that other issues might well have taken priority 
in recent times but I would like to make some progress on this in 
the near future. 
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Loose Minute 

D/Sec(AS)fP?l 

29th January 1997 

AO/AD 1 
PI ST 

Copy to: 

PSO/ACAS Head of Sec (AS) AD/DI55 
DAO DI Sec DPR (RAF) 

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 

1. I have been giving some thought to the way the Department ~ 
currently handles 'UFO' reports and letters from members of the 
public, many of the latter actively seeking information about the 
existence of extraterrestrial life forms, or seeking a detailed 
investigation /explanation for what has been reported (allegations 
of abduction by aliens, out of body experiences, animal 
mutilations, crop circles etc). 

2. The increasing media attention given to this subject in recent 
months has almost doubled the work of the desk officers involved 
to the detriment of other tasks more directly relevant to the work 
of the Branch, in the circumstances it seems timely to reappraise 
the situation with a view to clarifying the Department's role and 
requirements. Existing Government policy and my understanding of 
the current arrangements is set out at Annex. 

3 . I believe there should be a demonstrated need to continue 
current policy if we are to do so and would be grateful to know: 

a. the extent of DAO and DI ST current interest in 'UFO' 
reports; 

b. whether Sec (AS) should continue to forward any sighting 
reports to DAO or DI ST from members of the public for 
further examination/clarification and, if so, the criteria on 
which such decisions might be based. 

c. whether the focus of interest » should be internally 
generated (ie air defence) or rely on reports only from 
credible witnesses with full involvement from DAO and DI ST 
in the investigation process. 

4. Depending on the nature of any changes proposed it may be 
necessary to seek Ministerial agreement to proceed . J_look 
forward to receiving your formal comments. 



Sec (AS) 2 



REDACTIONS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



Annex- 

'UFO REPOR TS MOD INTEREST AMD CURREN T ARRANGEMENTS 

Policy 

1. The Government's policy on 'UFOs' is that the air defence 
implications of unidentified flying objects are a matter for the 
MOD; air traffic implications are a matter for the Civil Aviation 
Authority. 

2. MOD'S interest in 1 UFOs ' is limited to examining reported 
sightings to establish if such activity might have a defence 
significance (ie whether the UK Air Defence Region has been 
breached) . 

Sec f AS ) 2 Responsibilities - 

3. Sec (AS) 2a acts as the focal point for MOD Policy on 'UFO' 
issues and maintains a simple record for all reported sightings 
staffs sighting reports and public correspondence relating to ' 
alleged sightings to other MOD Branches as necessary, responds to - 
Parliamentary and Ministerial inquiries, and deals with written 
and telephone enquiries from members of the public. DPO staff 
deal with media enquiries based on advice from Sec(AS)2. 

Current Arrangements 

4. It is generally the case that 'UFO' reports are copied to AO/ 
GE1 for advice on air defence related issues, and to DI55 for the 
technology aspects of what has been observed. DAO has no interest 
in extraterrestrial matters and 'UFO' sightings are considered 
only in relation to a possible military threat to the UK's air 
defences. DI55 is responsible for studying aerodynamic missiles 
and is the DIS repository for UFO reports forwarded by Sec (AS): 
they have no evidence to date to support the extraterrestrial 
hypothesis . 

5. It is considered that events giving rise to a defence interest 
are only likely to be reported by credible witnesses, ie military 
pilot reported incidents Or detections by defence radar or early 
warning systems. In these circumstances DAO staffs would lead on 
the response in light of the circumstances at the time. Other 
credible witnesses might be professional civil pilots, officials 
at Air Traffic Control Centres (ATCCs) and the emergency services 
(police/fire) . During the last two years only a handful of 
reports have been made by credible witnesses and none have 
provided evidence of defence significance. 

6. There are no resources within the Department to provide an 
aeronautical identification service for every 'UFO' report More 
importantly, given MOD's stated interest, there is no requirement 
to do so. 
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Loose Minute ~" u_ 
D/Sec(AS)/64/l 

22nd April 1997 ' " 

PI ST 



Copy to: 

AOAD1 

PSO/ACAS 

DAO 

Head of Sec (AS) 
DI Sec 
AD/DI55 
DPR (RAF) 

' UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 
Reference: 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29th January 19 97 

B. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 14th March 1997 

C. D/DAO/l/13 dated 25th March 1997 

D. D/Sec(AS)64/l dated 2nd April 1997 

1. It is now some time since I wrote (Reference A) seeking views 
on the way forward for the increasing amount of correspondence and 
sighting reports the Department now receives on the subject of 
■UFOs' and related issues. 

2. in the absence of any advice from DI of a need to see such 
material, I can only assume that this subject does not warrant 
significant interest. I therefore propose that for the future 
only information relating to 'credible' sightings will be further 
disseminated. The criteria for what constitutes a 'credible' 
sighting was given in my response to A0AD1 (Reference D - copied 
to you) following receipt of his advice on the extent of DAO 
interest. 

3. I should be grateful to know that this course of action is 
acceptable to you. 
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Loose Minute 
D/Sec ( AS )#fl|$£$ £ 
2nd April 1997 
A0AD1 * 

Copy to: * by CHOTS 

PSO/ACAS * 
DAO * 
DI ST 

Head of Sec (AS) * 
DI Sec 
AD/DI55 
DPR (RAF) * 

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 

Reference A: D/DAO/l/13 dated 25th March 1997 

1. Thank you for your reply (Reference A) to my minute seeking 
advice on the way forward for the handling of 'UFO' reports. 

2. In view of your stated interest in 'UFO' sightings (para 2 of 
Reference A), Sec (AS) 2 will in future only refer to you for advice 
or investigation reports that fall into the following categories: 

a. documented sightings - reports that are supported by 
evidence such as photographs, video recordings or radar 
traces, where these cannot be readily explained and are 
provided by sources who appear to be reliable; 

b. corroborated sightings - a series of reports apparently 
describing the same phenomenon and provided by separate and 
independent sources, where these cannot be readily explained; 

c. timely sightings - reports of a phenomenon that is 
currently being observed and might, therefore, be capable of 
detection by AD or other assets such as military aircraft or 
radar observers. 

We will not follow-up undocumented, uncorroborated reports of past 
events unless, in the opinion of the Sec (AS) desk officer or duty 
officer, there are features of particular interest or 
dependability. 

3. You asked about US reporting and investigating practices, we 
have inquired about this in the past through the Washington 
Embassy. The US DOD has a statement on their Internet web site 
recording their 'Project Blue Book' research and concluding that 
they no longer have any interest in UFO reports and related 
matters; those who wish to report 'sightings' are invited to 
contact local law enforcement agencies. 




,4 ; You question whether we need to fund investigation of 
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inexplicable incidents. Ministers 1 policy is clear: we are not 
funded to investigate all unexplained phenomena and our interest 
is confined to any occurrence that may have an air defence _ 
significance. The Prime Minister sees no case for funding -Z . 
research into extra terrestrial 'UFO 1 phenomena, 

5* Finally, you suggest that we need an electronic database and 
management system against which sightings might be recorded and 
handled. This is not something we ourselves see anv need for. 




RESTRICT^ \UFOs 



A .RLIAMENTARY QUESTION [REDACTIONS ON ORIGINAL DO(M3ygNTl HOUSE OF COMMONS /LORDS 

rw^&BnrfW U5.^(j)p3 

ply required by 

' SEC(AS) 



or ifewer on 
xaft re 



PQ No, 



ACTION DIVISION: 



Draft approved by 
HP SEC (AS ) 

SEC(AS)1 



Signature or 
Initials 



Contact 
Tel No 




Question copied by Action Division to: 




Secretary of State 








Minister (AF) 






^ SW f5/ACA > s ed t0! " AS above P lu s: 
AUS(C) 
DPR (RAF) 
DDGE/AEW 
Sec ( NATO/UK ) ( C ) 
DI55 


Minister (DP) 






Minister (DS) 






US of S(DP) 







Type of Question:- .I'iiLt' Uidu. Oral (No 
Supplementary Questions are not required. 



Non Priority Written; 



Please type Member's name, party, constituency and Questio n here 

n[ George rouikes tLaSour) (car rick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)- To 
ask the Secretary of State for Defence, if he will make a 
statement on the number of unidentified supersonic radar contacts 
detected in the vicinity of RAP Machrihanish since January 



DRAFT ANSWER ~ 



There have been no unidentified supersonic radar contacts 
detected xn the vicinity of RAF Machrihanish since January. 
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BACKGROUND NOTE: PQ6007 
^fcu This Question is one of four prompted by a recent article 

in the Scotsman speculating that a secret American aircraft has 
been operating around RAF Machrihanish. A copy of the background 
note supporting the draft answers to PQs 5983, 5979 and 6048 is 
attached. 



2. Mr Foulkes would appear to be trying to establish whether 

any secret supersonic aircraft have been operating from RAF 
Machrihanish, as alleged in the Scotsman article. However, his 
Question asks only about unidentified radar contacts since 
January and the Scotsman article refers to an alleged 
unidentified contact in November 1991. 

3* The draft Answer is self-explanatory. 



KtUAU 1 lUNo UN UKIolNAL UUOUIVItN 1 









BACKGROUND NOTF - PQs 5983F and 5979 F 

1. These two questions from Martin Redmond MP and a third 
(due for answer later this week) from George Foulkes MP have 
probably been prompted by a recent article in the Scotsman 
speculating that "America's most secret aircraft has been 
operating in Scottish airspace" near RAF Machrihanish. The 
aircraft is alleged to be a "very high supersonic, possibly 
hypersonic" aircraft code-named "Aurora", and to be the "ultra- 
secret replacement" for the SR-71 Blackbird reconnaissance 
aircraft. Copies of the Scotsman article and a follow-up article 
in Jane's Defence Weekly are attached at Annex A. A copy of a 
minute sent to APS/Secretary of State in reply to a request for 
advice on the former article is attached at Annex B. 

2. The last SR-71 left the UK from RAF Mildenhal! in January 
1990 - this is public knowledge - and HQ 3rd Air Force advise 
that there have been no further visits to the UK. HQ3AF and the 
US Embassy have also confirmed that no secret new US aircraft 
has operated in Scottish airspace. The draft answer to PQ 5979F 
demonstrates that no unusual aircraft (apart from an Antonov) 
landed at RAF Machrihanish in the past year. 

3. There may or may not be an Aurora project. There is no 
knowledge in MOD of a "black" programme of this nature, although 
it would not surprise the relevant desk officers in the Air Staff 
and DIS if it did exist. The simple answer to PQ 5983F (about 
what assistance the MOD has given to the US project) would 
therefore be "none" - but this pre-supposes the existence of the 
project. Nor would we be likely to be prepared to say publicly if 
any MOD assistance had. been given to such a project. To answer 
instead that we have no knowledge of any such project is also 
arguably inappropriate, since in circumstances where we were 
aware we would probably not be prepared to say so. It is 
therefore suggested that the question is - " answered by saying that 
the existence of any such project (or operation) would be a 
matter for the US authorities - "would be" rather than "is" to 
avoid any implication that the project exists. 
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pencil firm's 
new missile 



SINGAPORE 



Aerospatiale was due to unveil 
*■ Us MM 15 anti-ship missile at 
the Asian Aerospace exhibition 
in Singapore which opened on 
25 February. 

The ship- launched missile has 
been developed in the last three 
months, according to officials 
from Aerospatiale's tactical 
missiles division (Engins 
Tactiques). 

The MM 15, derived from the 
AS 1 5 TT air-launched weapon 
system, is designed to meet the 
growing demand for con- 
ventional lightweight weapons 
to destroy small surface targets 
within the 8-15 km range. 

"Our new MM 15 missile 
will be offered as a direct 
competitor to the British 
Aerospace Dynamics ship- 
launched Sea Skua/ 1 a company 
official said. 

According to Aerospatiale, 
the MM 15 could fill the gap 
between the shorter range (8 km) 
light naval artillery and long 
range tactical anti-ship missies 
such as Exocel (20 km). 

~ln the 8-15 km gap, there is 
no effective conventional 
method of dealing with small 
targets which do not justify the 
use of Exocet.* 1 

MM 15 has a maximum 
effective range of 15 km. a 
maximum speed of Mach 0.9 
and weighs 103 kg with a 30 kg 
warhead, says Aerospatiale. The 
light weight allows operation by 
small, fast surface vessels. 

The MM 15 has no homing 
head but is guided by a radar- 
beam command-guidance tech- 
nique via the Thomson-CSF 
AGRION 15 (X-band, pulse- 
compression) guidance radar 
installed on the platform. 

The radar is used with the 
AS 15 TT heliborne missile 
system in service with the 
French, Saudi Arabian and 
Bahrain: navies. It tracks both 
target and missile and computes 
the error in range and bearing 
between them. 



Mystery contact 
may be Aurora 



Mounting evidence suggests 
that the US Government has * 
secretly developed and deployed 
a hypersonic reconnaissance 
aircraft, probably as a replace- 
ment for theSR-71. 

A Royal Air Force air traffic 
controller tracked a target 
leaving the NATO-RAF base at 
Machrihanish, Scotland, at an 
estimated speed of Mach 3 last 
November, according to The 
Scotsman newspaper last week. 
Another witness heard an 
extremely loud jet noise near 
the base around (he same time, 
it said. 

In the USA, highly supersonic 
aircraft believed to be operating 
frgrri Nevada have been detected 
and tracked by seismological 
sensors installed by the US 
Geological Service (USGS). The 
booms were first recorded in 
June last year. 

Machrihanish is one of the 
most remote bases in Europe, 
located near the tip of the 
Kintyre peninsula in Western 
Scotland. Recent base modern- 
ization and a rumoured 
association with the F-117 



RECONNAISSANCE 



BY BILL SWEETMAN 

MINNEAPOLIS 

Stealth Fighter lend credence to 
the new reports. 

Meanwhile, the California 
booms are the first substantial, 
corroborated evidence of 
unidentified supersonic aircraft 
operating over the USA. 

On at least four occasions, 
sonic booms have registered on 
sonic of the 120 sensors across 
Southern California, from the 
Las Angeles basin to the eastern 
edge of t he Mojavc desert, 
according to Jim Mori, a USGS 
seismologist at the California 
Institute of Technology. The 
incidents were recorded in June. 
October. November and late 
January. The seismologists 
estimate that the targets were 
living at speeds between Mach 
3 and Mach 4. 

So far, all the tracks have been 
headed north and east over the 
Los Angeles basin, pointing 
directly to southern Nevada, 
5UU km awav. Most secret US 



Is this Aurora? Artist's impression of a Mach 6 reconnaissance aircraft 
incorporating ejector ramjet engine fuelled by liquid methane or 
hydrogen. Stealth would be maintained through ceramic radar absorbent 
material able to withstand the fierce temperatures encountered at 
hy person ic speeds { J u I ia n C ou k ) 



Air Force activities, including 
the large flight-test base at 
Groom Lake, are within the 
Nellis range in Nevada. Since 
the range is only 8 min from 
Los Angeles at such speeds, the 
targets were presumably 
decelerating as they crossed the 
coast. 

The USGS first noticed that 
its seismographs could detect 
sonic booms when they 
registered space shuttle landings 
at Edwards AFB, California. 

Mori says the wave-forms 
detected in the latest incidents 
are characteristic of a smaller 
vehicle than the 37 m long 
shuttle orbiter. Neither the 
shuttle nor the single SR-7IB 
which NASA maintains in flight 
status were operating on the days 
the booms were detected. 

Reports that USAF is 
developing hypersonic aircraft 
in undisclosed 'black* pro- 
grammes date back to the mid- 
1980s. In early 19SS, the New 
York Times reported that a 
Mach 6. stealthy reconnaissance 
aircraft called Aurora was being 
developed to replace the SR-7 1 , 
which was retired in early 1990. 

More recently, witnesses in 
Nevada and California have 
reported hearing extremely ioud 
or 'pulsing* noises caused by 
unidentified aircraft. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
D/Sec(AS)26/8 
19 February- 1992 




APS/Secretarv of State 

Copy to: 
PSO/ACAS 
A/D Air Off 
Sec(NATO/UK)(C)2 

RAF MACHRIHANISH - SCOTSMAN ARTICI F 

1. You asked for advice on the article in yesterday's Scotsman 
which speculated that "America's most secret aircraft has been 
operating in Scottish airspace", near RAF Machrihanish. The 
aircraft is alleged to be a "very high supersonic, possibly 
hypersonic" aircraft code-named "Aurora" , and to be the "ultra- 
secret replacement" for the SR-71 Blackbird reconnaissance 
aircraft. 

2. The last SR-71 left the UK from RAF Mildenhall in January 
1990 - this is public knowledge - and HQ 3rd Air Force advise 
that there have been no further visits to the UK. 

3. There may or may not be an Aurora project. I can find no 
one on the Air Staff or at desk level in the D!S who knows for 
sure that such a project exists, but it would not surprise them if 
it did. However, until the Americans wish to trial or operate the 
new aircraft in UK airspace this is arguably a matter only for 
them. If you wish to pursue this aspect further, your best course 
may be to consult CDI's organisation. 

4. On the question of whether a secret new aircraft has 
operated in Scottish airspace, I am on firmer ground. HQ3AF and 
the US Embassy advise that this aspect of the Scotsman story is 
unfounded, and this is confirmed by the Air Staff. 

5. The press office have been advised not to comment on the 
Scotsman article (on the grounds that if any such aircraft did 
exist and had been operating in the UK we would refuse to 



comment).- HQ3AF advise that there has been no further press 
interest in the article at their end. 
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In one of the papers for release to Dr Clarke dated 25 August 1 995 it states in a paragraph 
about DI55c's role and views on UFOs 

"For some years DISS have been under general remit to advise on "UAPs" but that due 
to lack of resources they have not been able to study the reports we send over to them, 
and the reports were merely glanced at and placed on file". 

This then leads on to a paragraph about EBSBfiEil ^l (DI55c) view that "It was not 
possible to advise on the possible threat implications of UAPs unless a short study 
into the subject was conducted to determine whether there is any firm evidence that 
UAPs exist and if so whether they pose any threat". 

We are a little concerned that this could be interpreted to mean that DIS had some concerns 
about the threat to the UK from UAPs but did not have the resources to look at them properly. 
Please could you let me know if you would be content for this to be released? If you would 
like to see the whole document to put this in to context, please let me know and I will fax it 
over. In the meantime, Dr Clarke has been told that it is withheld while we consult with a third 
party. 




DAS-FOI 





AUTHORISATION FOR THE RELEASE OF INFORMATION 



Applicant: Dr David Clarke 

Case Number: 21-01 -2005-08391 2-001 Expiry:1 7 February 2005 



The Applicant has made the following request for information : 

1 . A copy of the entire file D/Sec(AS)12/1 Part A - UFO Policy 1 985-1 995 

2. Copies of five documents from D/Sec(AS)64/1 Parts A and B. Also copies 
of any documents following in this sequence, specifically relating to the 
outcome of DIST's intention to produce a database of UFO reports. 

3. Copies of any correspondence, material or information relating to DIST's 
decision in October 2000 to no longer receive UFO material copied from DAS. 

4. In addition to this information Dr Clarke also asked two questions relating to 
information he had already been sent in response to previous requests made 
under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information. 

5. Dr Clarke asked two additional questions on 10 March 2005 regarding 
UFO FOI requests and the FOIA Reading Room. 

6. On 18 th March 2005 Dr Clarke asked two additional questions regarding 
fggevious requests and correspondence. 



Case for release of information 

This request has taken longer to complete due to the necessity to consult 
other departments about release of some of this information. Although DIS 
have indicated that they are content to release the information generated by 
themjiiuch of it was classified as Secret and they have yet to downgrade it. 

E|(DI ST AM ALM AD) h as assured m e that we should get a 
response by the end of this week. EBSnSfiKiU flnfo-Recordsl ) has confirmed 
he has no objection to the release of policy documents he has generated and 
the Cabinet Office have authorised the release of their documents at 
D/Sec(AS)12/1 Part A - Enclosure 131/2 . In order to avoid further delay I 
propose to send Dr Clarke the information that is available at this time and 
temporarily withhold those documents which require downgrading. 



Section 40 



■telephoned Dr Clarke in March to provide an update of progress 
and Dr Clarke sent another e-mail on 10 March asking two additional 
questions. These were answered when I provided a written update to 
Dr Clarke on 17 th March. Dr Clarke sent another e-mail on 18th March asking 
two further questions. I telephoned Dr Clarke yesterday (1 8 April) to provide a 
further update. 



I propose we now release the following information in response to Dr Clarke's 
request. 

1 . A copy of file D/Sec(AS)12/1 Part A as requested. Five documents are to 
be withheld in accordance with DPA98. Four of these contain information 
which is personal to Mr Pope and one contains information personal to 
another individual who was employed by MOD. Two documents have not 
been supplied as they are copies of other documents on the file. Seven 
documents are classified and temporarily withheld while we seek authority to 
downgrade them for release. Personal data and original security 
classifications have been removed from all the released papers. 

2. Copies of four of the requested documents have been provided. One is 
temporarily withheld awaiting downgrading by DIS. Three further related 
papers have been located and these are also temporarily withheld awaiting 
downgrading. 

3. DIST have supplied a copy of their loose minute dated December 2000 
which details their reasons for no longer receiving UFO reports. This is 
currently classified Secret UK Eyes Only and this is temporarily withheld 
awaiting their authority to downgrade. 

4. One of these questions was answered in my e-mail message of 1 7 th March 
and the other is answered in the attached draft letter. 

5. These two questions were answered in full in my e-mail message of 
17 th March. 

6. These two questions are answered in full in the attached draft letter. 

7. In addition to information requested on this occasion we now have US 
authority to release two documents requested by Dr Clarke under the Code. 
These have also been included with these documents. 

Please see attached a draft letter to Dr Clarke, plus the information referred to 
above, and a submission to PS/PUS. 



Authorisation 

I hereby give authorisation for the release of the aforementioned information 




Authorisation Reference Number: DAS-FOI 25/05 
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Withheld in accordance with the Data Protection 
Act 1998. 



J 



Head of S^ef(AS) 
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ENCLOSURE 145+1 



Withheld in accordance with the Data Protection 
Act 1998 
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ENCLOSURE 144/1 

Withheld in accordance with the Data Protection 
Act 1998 
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ENCLOSURE 144+2 

Withheld in accordance with the Data Protection 
Act 1998 



MAIL ON SUNDAY - NICK POPE 

- Late on Wednesday (27 Jun), I received a telephone call from Nick 
FIELDING of the Mail on Sunday asking to speak to Nick Pope. I explained \ 
that Nick had left last July and asked if it was a personal or work matter as I 
was his successor. 

- He explained that he had had contact with Nick in the past and it was really 
a personal matter he supposed because he wanted to talk to Nick about his 
book. 

- As it was after 1700 hrs, and I knew Nick would have gone home, as well as 
the fact that I did not want to give Nick's telephone number to FIELDING, I 
said I would pass a message on and Nick would get in touch if he wanted to. 

I 

- FIELDING then started asking some questions and I told him as a member 
of the Press he should address any queries via the Press Office. 

I sent Nick an E-Mail telling him of the call and that I had not given 



FIELDING his telephone number. I told ^gcif ih* contact and he suggested 



that I tip! ioff, and Martin Fuller, which I did. 



- Thu afternoon ^5IHEEH cal,e, ± FIELDING had contacted the Press 
Office and they had had a little chat. He knew that Nick had found a 
publisher and had submitted his transcript in accordance with the MOD 
guidelines. His specific questions were: 

"How does the Ministry of Defence feel about one of its officials publishing a 
book on flying saucers?" and 

"Are the likely to be any problems with the clearance of the book?" 

ESp'-rt together a form of general form of words regarding the rules 
governing all MOD employees who wish to publish such a book, and that we 
would not comment on any specific cases and they were a private matter 
between the individual concerned and the D epartment. This was cleared by 
PCB(Air) and CM(IR). EgHIfr lsQcftopied this to 
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- 1 toldg I not to be drawn and not to say anything other than the 

line we had given him. I had to let him know a bit of background about the 
saga with Nick to date. I went to great lengths to stress that a decision about 
the book had not been taken, and that it was under active consideration. 



- Await Sunday with interest 



ENCLOSURES 22 & 23 



Withheld in accordance with the Data Protection 
Act 1998. 



LOOSE MINUTE 
D/DSc( Air) /60/2/10 
| ^ April 88 
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DIFS (RAF) 



EMPLOYMENT OF 
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OH IFS (RAF) PROJECT 



Reference A; LM D/IFS/ (RAF) /68/14/14 19th Apr 1988 



1* It is confirmed that w^<wiiiW wi 1 1 be available for this work 

between 25 Apr 88 and 26 Aug 88 and that the project final report is 
requested by 5 Aug 88. 



2. The project would be suitable for w^mwicTij ^M to undertake as part 
of his placement , in that his experience on a previous project in 
Science 3 (Air) has involved understanding the requirements of a modern 
database system, and devising techniques for the recording and analysis 
of imprecise data. The principal requirement is that the work he does 

is available for assessment by his academic supervisors , and this 
endorses the security level suggested. 

3. The Science 3 (Air) tasking number for this work is 13/88. 
Details are given at ANNEX A attached * 

4. ^^^Th^point of contact in Science 3 (Air) for the personnel management 
of I ! " pi i "T^M will be 
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5. Para 5. of Reference A refers to the need for some travel within 

the UK. I trust that this travel will hp fnnH^ri hv htfr . 
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\ AD /Scieftcd 3~(Air > 
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Copies : 

D Science (Air) 
Sec (AS) 2 



-fWttBX 

* 



19-APR-88 



SCIENCE 3 (AIR) TASK LIST 



Task No: 13/88 
Sheet Updated To: 

Title: REPLACEMENT PANDORA CODING SHEET Priority: 1 

Date of Tasking: 19-APR-88 Tasking Reference: D/IFSCRAF) /68/14 / 14 



SPONSOR INFORMATION 

Unit /Branch: IFS(RAF) 
Tasking Officer: GpCapt 
Point of Contact: FS ADP (RAF) 
Sponsor Aid: Yes 



SCIENCE 3 INFORMATION 

Science 3 Ref : D/Sc(Air)/ 

Location of Study: Adastral+Fieldwor 

Special Facilities :None 



Study Leader: 
Study Staff: 
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TASK OBJECTIVES 

Determine needs and format for a coding system of aircraft 
accident data to replace the existing PANDORA and produce 
report. 



PLANNED MILESTONES 

19-APR-88 
05 -AUG- 8 8 



Task commenced 

Final Report draft due 



Estimated Duration (mths):4.00 Staff Effort (man/mths ) ;4 . 00 
Required Completion Date: 05-AUG-88 Actual Completion Date; 
PROGRESS REPORTS 



The current status code of this project is : 



Page 1 of 1 
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From: 

Sent: 22 April 2005 08:15 
To: BHSBfiEM 

Subject: RE: Freedom of Information Request 



Thanks 
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looks fine. Please go ahead. Regards,! 



PS/PUS 
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External e-mailttflJJEHfcl 

External telephoned 



?mod.uk 



A, 



From: w^<MiiiW I 
Seiit^^Dri^00508: 14 
To:^SEBESI 

Subject: Freedom of Information Request 
Importance: High 



Please find attached a request for approval to release information on UFOs. I have not attached the 
documents for release because there are a large number of them and they are not held electronically, but 
please let me know if you wish to see them. 

DAS^FOf 
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/ 



22/04/2005 



D/DAS/1 0/2/8/1 3 

21 April 2005 (=) 

PS/PUS (e-mail: PUS-Private Office) 

Clearance of FOI Request - 21-01-2005-083912-001 
Issue 

1 . The partial release of information in response to an FOI request from 
Dr David Clarke on the subject of Unidentified Flying Objects. 

Recommendation 

2. That PUS approves the release of the information requested. 
Timing 

3. Due to the amount of information requested and the need to consult other 
departments, this request has already exceeded the deadline. I would therefore 
appreciate a response as soon as possible. We have kept Dr Clarke continuously 
informed of progress. 



Background 

4. In PUS' minute of 5 April 2005 (D/PUS/1 3/6(1 44) concerning the Management 
of FOI requests during the Election period, it was stated that all responses to such 
requests, where full or partial release of information was proposed, should be cleared 
by PUS. 

5. Dr Clarke is a Doctor of Culture and Tradition at Sheffield University and a 
regular correspondent on the subject of UFOs. He made many requests under the 
Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code) and some of the 
information provided on this occasion is a continuation of those requests. On this 
occasion Dr Clarke has requested a full copy of one of our Policy files on UFOs, a 
number of specific documents and associated papers from other files and copies of 
documents concerning a policy decision made by DIS. He has also asked four 
additional questions. 

6. Some of the requested documents were classified by DIS when created and 
these have been returned to them for downgrading. Dr Clarke has been informed that 
these are temporarily withheld awaiting this authority. Four documents have been 
withheld in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. These include three 
containing personal data about a former member of this department and the other 
concerns another individual employed by the MOD. Personal data has also been 
removed from all the documents to be released. 



7. Since the introduction of the Code and the FOIA a large amount of information 
about UFOs has been released, much of it as a result of requests made by 

Dr Clarke. We have developed a good relationship with this researcher who takes a 
sensible approach to this subject. Based on the information we have provided he 
frequently publishes well researched articles which dismiss conspiracy theories and 
does much to bring balance to the public debate. 

8. DIS, Info-Records and the Cabinet Office have been consulted before release 
of documents which originated in their areas. 



Presentation 



9. There is frequent press and media coverage about UFOs, but these 
documents are specific to Dr Clarke's personal research and we have no reason to 
believe that their release will generate any additional interest. We do not propose to 
publish this information in the Reading Room at this time. 
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Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 
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DM: DAS-FOI 
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From 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: FOIA request 
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david Clarke 
15 April 2005 14:17 
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Dear 



Section 40 



I wonder if you could provide an update on progress in dealing with my FOI request of 19 January this year. 

In your last e-mail dated 17 March you gave the impression that most of the material was now assembled and 
should reach me before the easter break. 

As of today (15 April) nothing has arrived. I am of course aware of your workload and also the 

possibility that some material may have taken longer to clear than originally envisaged. However, I thought 

I would check in case the material had gone astray in the postal system. 

I look forward to hearing from you, 

Dr David Clarke 
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19/04/2005 
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From: 

Sent: 15 April 2005 13:35 
To: EjSSI^ES^^^I 

Subject: FW: Dr Clarke request 



Section 4 



I have now heard from the Cabinet Officer - no Cab Office objections to the release of the letter 1 3 
February 1 992 from Sir Robin Butler, plus PQ and draft reply, together with the background notes 
and Q+A. 



From: 

Se nt: 04 Apr il2 005 11:05 

To:y-J4JMil>JI 

Subject: Dr Clarke request 



Section 



Pmod.uk) 



No problem with the release of my loose minute 4 April 1 995 or Annex A, however Annex B will 
have to be referred to the Cabinet Office for clearance. 1*11 do the necessary! 



18/04/2005 



Thanks BEffiMn 40 
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From^ 

Subject: Dr Clarke request 



No problem with the release of my loose minute 4 April 1995 or Annex A, however 
Annex B will have to be referred to the Cabinet Office for clearance. I s II do the 
necessary! 

13 



Sectio 




CABINET OFFICE 



70 Whitehal^ndon S W1A 2 AS 
Telephone^ I Faxf 
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From the Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service 
Sir Robin Butler KCB CVO 




Section 40| (section 40 



Ref. A092/422 



13 February 199 2 




Records Relating to Security and Intelligence 

In my letter of 23 December last I said that the Lord Chancellor 
would announce the renewal of the 'blanket 1 approval to retain 
records relating to security and intelligence by means of an arranged 
PQ. 

The PQ has been tabled for answer by the Lord Chancellor in the 
House of Lords on 14 February 1992, I attach for your information a 
copy of the Question and draft reply, also a copy of briefing which 
has been circulated to Departmental Record Officers .for. them to make 
available to Ministers and Press Offices as appropriate. 

An announcement will also be made on 14 February 199 2 of the 
release of the Farm Hall transcripts in which there has been 
considerable academic interest and which until now have been withheld 
under the 'blanket 1 * The simultaneous release will, I hope, be seen 
as an indication of the Government's intention to release security 
and intelligence related material as soon as it is deemed no longer 
sensitive. 



I am copying this letter and the attachment to those on the 
attached list. 
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Sir Terence Burns 
HM Treasury 



COVERXNG^ECRFT 



Sir Derek Andrews KCB CBS 
Ministry of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Food 



Sir Michael Partridge KCB 
Department of Social Security 



Sir Michael Quinlan GCB 
Ministry of Defence 

Sir John Caines KCB 

Department of Education and Science 

Sir Geoffrey Holland KCB 
Department of the Employment 
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Secretary, AEA Technology 
Corporate Headquarters 
11 Charles II Street 
London SW1Y 4QP 

Sir Terence Heiser GCB 
Department of the Environment 

Sir David Gillmore KCMG 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office 



Overseas Development Administration 

Sir Christopher France KCB 
Department of Health 

Sir Clive Whitmore GCB CVO 
Home Office 

Sir Peter Imbert QPM 
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis 
New Scotland Yard 

Sir John Bourn KCB 

Comptroller and Auditor General 

J A Chilcot Esq CB 
Northern Ireland Office 

Sir Peter Gregson KCB 
Department of Trade and Industry 
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Department of Transport 

Sir Richard Lloyd Jones KCB 
Welsh Office 

J R S Guinness Esq CB 
Department of Energy 



The Rt Hon Christopher Chataway 
Chairman, 

Civil Aviation Authority 



PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION FOR WRITTEN ANSWER ON FRIDAY 14 FEBRUARY 
1992 



QUESTION: To ask Her Majesty's Government, what action is being taken to 
- review the approval given in 1967 for the retention of security and 
intelligence records. 



ANSWER: The emphasis of the Government's policy, in accordance with the 

provisions of the Public Records Act, is on release rather than retention of 
records. However , it has long been accepted that certain security and 
intelligence related records cannot be released automatically after 30 years 
because this would pose a continuing risk to national security, In 1967 my 
predecessor gave approval to the retention of such records under section 
3(4) of the Public Records Act 1958. 

I have now reviewed this approval in the light of the Government's 
acceptance of the Wilson Committee's recommendations (in Modern Public 
Records: Cmnd 8531) relating to greater Ministerial involvement and more 
frequent consideration of such material* As a result of the review and 
following consultation with Ministers concerned I am satisfied that the 
records concerned are properly retained in their departments and that the 
"blanket" exemption remains the most efficient way of providing the 
necessary protection. I have accordingly approved their retention for a 
further period of 20 years . 

The "blanket" approval is permissive , not mandatory. Departments have 
therefore been asked to keep their records under review and to release them 
at the first opportunity. All records retained by Departments under the 
"blanket" approval will be re-reviewed at least every ten years* 



BRIEFING FOR MINISTE RS AND PRESS OFFICES ON TH E RENEWAL OF THF / 
"BLANKET" APPROVAL TO RETAIN SECURITY AND INTELr.TG FNPP R^cORsI^ 
AND RELATED MATERIAL UN DER SECTION 3(4} OF THE PUBLIC RECORDS ; 



Background 

In November 1967, the then Lord Chancellor, Lord Gardiner, approved the 
blanket retention of security and intelligence records. This "blanket" approval 
permitted the retention of records over 30 years old under section 3(4) of the 
Public Records Act 1958 without the need to seek the Lord Chancellor's specific 
approval to retain particular records. The original "blanket" approval was 
established for 25 years and therefore expires in 1992 . 

In 1982, in the White Paper, Modern Public Records (Cmnd 8531, March 1982 ) the 
Government accepted, inter alia, the recommendations of the Wilson Committee 
that "the powers conferred under section 3(4) should in future be exercised in 
such a way as to require more specific and more frequent Ministerial approval". 
The Government decided that new records for retention should be approved in 10- 
year tranches and that each blanket approval should be reconsidered after 20 
years. 

The Public Records Act prescribes that persons responsible for public records 
of any description which are not in the Public Record Office- shall, under the 
guidance of the Keeper of Public Records, make arrangements for the selection 
of those records which ought to be permanently preserved and for their safe 
keeping . Generally records have to be transferred to the PRO before they are 
30 years old. However, if the Lord Chancellor gives his approval, records more 
than 30 years old can be retained in departments under section 3(4) of the Public 
Records Act, either because the records contain highly sensitive information 
relating to national security or because they are required for administrative 
purposes. One form that retention can take is that of a "blanket" nature, 
covering clearly defined subject matter but without referring specifically to 
classes of records or individual pieces. The blanket approval has the advantage 
of being a relatively efficient and economic way to deal with a sizeable category 
of records when it is clear that the bulk of them need to be retained; without such 
a framework, the need to gain approval for records individually would increase 
enormously the demands on resources for all concerned in Departments, Agencies 
and the PRO. Before giving his approval to the retention of records under 
section 3(4) of the Act, the Lord Chancellor must be informed of the facts 



constituting the reason for such retention and receive the opinion of the person 
or persons responsible for the records that they need to be retained. 

Review 

Following a review of the operation of the "blanket" by officials , the Lord 
Chancellor has sought and has received the opinion of Ministers responsible for 
departments holding records needing to be protected by the "blanket" approval 
that the records held continue to need such protection. He has also been 
informed of and approved the facts which make this protection necessary. In the 
light of this, the Lord Chancellor has agreed that a new "blanket" approval shall 
be granted and that, in accordance with the Wilson Committee recommendation, 
it shall be for 20 rather than 25 years. 

Announcement 

The Lord Chancellor will announce, by means of an Arranged PQ, that he has 
given a further approval for a blanket retention of these records for 20 years. 
The PQ has been tabled for Answer on 14 February. 

Follow-up 

The renewal of the "blanket" does not mean that all the documents covered by it 
will automatically be held back from publication. As the Lord Chancellor's 
announcement will say, departments will continue to keep records under review. 
The emphasis of the Government's policy, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Public Records Act, is on the release rather than the retention of records. Those 
Departments holding records which are retained under the "blanket" will re- 
review them at least every ten years. If they are no longer sensitive they will be 
released at that time. The Government will encourage a flexible approach to the 
reviewing of such records . Within the constraints of available resources , material 
will be released within the ten year period should its sensitivity disappear 
earlier. Responsible Ministers will be consulted before the current "blanket" 
approval expires at the end of 2011. 



1 Cq- 



QUESTION AND ANSWER BRIEF FOR MINISTERS AND/OR PRES S OFFICES 
(INCLUDING THE PRIME MINISTER AND NO 10 PRESS OFFICE) ~ ~ 

Ql Why do we need a "blanket"? 

Al When a category of records such as those relating to security and intelligence 
needs to be withheld , the procedures for the handling of such records can be 
efficiently and economically administered if the category is dealt with as an 
entity rather than on an item by item basis * 

Q2 What other records are dealt with in this way? 

A2 Other examples include records relating to atomic energy, civil defence and 
personal records of civil servants* 

Q3 How does the blanket arrangement differ from extended closure for, say, 50 
years or longer? 

A3 Extended closure under section 5(1 ) of the Public Records Act enables records 
passed to the PRO by departments to remain closed to the public for longer than 
30 years. That procedure is used to deal with records of a sensitive nature 
where it is possible to identify with some degree of confidence a point in the 
future when that sensitivity will have disappeared. Records retained by 
departments under the blanket are of such an exceptionally sensitive nature 
that no judgment about when they will be releasable can be made now. 

Q4 What sort of material is held under the "blanket" approval which has now been 
announced? 

A4 Records relating to security and intelligence matters, 

Q5 What are the criteria for including material in the n blanket M authority? 
A5 [see the list of "facts' 1 attached] 

Q6 Which departments hold records under the "blanket" and how much of tM* 
material is there? 

A6 Material of this sort is held in varying amounts by most major Governing 
departments and it is not possible to quantify it with any degree of pred^ 




Q7 What procedures are to be adopted to keep the material under review? 

A7 As the Lord Chancellor's Statement says, all material held by departments 
under the "blanket" will be reviewed at least every ten years. If resources 
permit, more frequent reviews will be carried to ensure that material is released 
as soon as its sensitivity disappears. 

Q8 How is this 10-year review carried out? 

A8 The Departmental Record Officer in each department is responsible for looking 
at the records and, after such consultation as is necessary with other 
government departments and the security and intelligence agencies, for 
recommending continued retention or release.* 

Q9 Do Ministers take part in this review? 

A9 No. By convention, Ministers do not see papers of previous Administrations. 
However, the Lord Chancellor has emphasised that as part of the mechanism for 
creating the blanket authority itself, Ministers must be satisfied that the 
records for which they are responsible fall into categories which merit the 
protection of retention and non-release. 

Q10 Who monitors that officials' recommendations for release or otherwise are 

correct? Does the Lord Chancellor see the records? 
AlO This is the responsibility of Public Record Office staff, on whom the Lord 
Chancellor relies for assurances that records should properly be withheld. 

Qll What is the position regarding Agency records? 

All The Prime Minister has agreed that records of the Security and Intelligence 
Agencies should continue to be withheld under the blanket. A further 
opportunity to consider those records will occur when the current blanket 
approval expires. All records created by the Agencies and passed to 
Government departments will be considered for release against the agreed 
criteria, which are kept under review. 

Q12 How will changes in the international intelligence climate affect the blanket 
approval? 

A12 Records will continue to be reviewed under the blanket arrangements, taking 
due account, as appropriate, of any such changes. 



Q13 Does the Lord Chancellor's Advisory Council on Public Records see any of the 
records covered by the "blanket"? 

A13 The Advisory Council is not involved in endorsing any of the various 
applications made by departments to retain records under section 3(4), 
because of the particularly sensitive nature of the records involved. 

Q14 Who makes the final decision to retain or release records? 

A14 Under the terms of the Public Records Act, the Lord Chancellor, as Minister 

responsible for public records, must give his approval to Departments 1 

applications for the retention of records- 



Q15 Why do we need to keep so much information withheld these days? 

A15 The Government's policy continues to be to make as much information 
available as possible while preserving the confidentiality essential to the 
effective working of government and, of course, the security of the State* 
The framework that has now been put in place for the future (including more 
frequent and specific Ministerial endorsement of the need to retain records , 
records being dealt with in smaller tranches, and better and more regular 
review procedures) will make departments look hard at this sort of material 
and provide more encouragement and more "trigger points 11 for reconsideration 
and release* 



EMBARGOED UNTIL 3,30 FRIDAY 14 FEBRUARY 



QiL What about the Farm Hall Tapes? 



Aj_ At the end of the Second World War, a group of German 
nuclear scientists were interned in a farm house - Farm 
Hall, near Cambridge. During their internment the 
opportunity was taken to record their conversation. Whilst 
the tapes no longer exist, the transcripts have survived. 
Over the years there has been much academic interest in 
these transcripts which have liith^rto been closed to the 
public; but following one of the regular re-reviews of such 
material, arrangements have now been made for their 
release. They have been assigned to class WO 208 .piece no. 
5019 and are now available for examination at the Public 
Record Office at Kew. 

[Text of a press statement to be made by the PRO on Friday 14 
February. Further enquiries to the PRO Press Office.] 



REASONS FOR WITHHOLDING RECORDS RELATING TO SECURITY AND 
INTELLIGENCE 



1. Private and personal information is collected by the 
security and intelligence Agencies by, through and about 
individuals on a confidential basis. Its release would 
infringe both that confidentiality and the privacy of 
individuals concerned and their descendants* 



The release of documents would be against the interests of 
the Agencies 1 employees and contacts. It would destroy the 
basis of confidentiality upon which the Agencies rely to 
function and thus prejudice their current operational 
ability. 



Contacts with Agencies of other countries are undertaken on 
a confidential basis; to release papers would destroy that 
and might also affect relations with those countries. 



Methods of intelligence collection and operational 
procedures do not change in a major way, even over a number 
of years. The release of past papers may give away or draw 
attention to techniques still in use. 



LOOSE MINUTE 
CBSSBC 1/9/2 
7 April 2005 
DAS-FOI 

RELEASE OF INFORMATION - SECURITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

Ref: D/DAS/1 0/2/8/1 3 D dated 4 April 2005 

1 . Investigations by this office reveal that much of the information concerned is 
already in the public domain. 

2. As this is the case, the advice from this office is that the correspondence may 
be released as it is without any omissions. 
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From: 
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 



Section 40 



Main Building, Whitehall 
LONDON SW1A2HB 
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Telephone: (Direct dial)j 

(Swi tchboard) 020 721 8 9000 

(Fax^gSEEH 

DII address: DAS-FOI 

E-Mail: ggBBBiEM B@mod.uk 



FAX MESSAGE 



TO: Attention 



Section 40 



CBSSC BCAdmin 



SUBJECT: Security Classifications 
DATE: 4 April 2005 

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER: 5 



Dean 



Ple ase see attached the documents as discussed earlier. I have written a covering LM 
forH Bto explain the situation and I would be grateful if you could 



pass these to him tomorrow. 
Any questions please give me a call. 



Section 40 



LOOSE MINUTE 



D/DAS/1 0/2/8/1 3 D 
4 April 2005 



CBSSBC-SYAD 



RELEASE OF INFORMATION CONCERNING SECURITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

1 . This department is the focal point within the MOD for correspondence with the public 
about Unidentified Flying Objects. In 1995 a member of the public wrote to us enquiring 
about several alleged 'security categorizations*, namely, MAJESTIC, MAJIQ PI 4, PI -40 and 
COSMIC TOP SECRET which were said to be connected to UFO sighting reports and/or 
investigations* At the time HQ Sy 1 provided this department (then Sec(AS)2a) with some 
advice on these classifications and how we could respond to the member of the public. Please 
see attached copies of the relevant documents. 

2. This correspondence is now part of a Freedom of Information request and I would be 
grateful for your advice on whether any (or all) of this information can be released. The 
requester has asked for copies of these documents so if possible I intend to release them with 
any sensitive areas removed. 

3. I would appreciate your advice as soon as possible and in the meantime I will tell the 
correspondent that this information will be temporarily withheld. 
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Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 
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MOD Main Building 
Whitehall 
London 
SW1A2HB 
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SEC(AS)2A (2) 



Delivered: 16/06/95 16:28 



483 
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Text 



PSA 
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Priority: Normal 
Reply Request [ ] 



View Acknowledge [ ] 



Attachments [ 1 ] 
Codes [ * ] 



UNCfaAfi&HifcED 



UNetsfcSSFIED 



LOOSE MINUTE 
D/HQ Sy 1/107/8/3 



16 June 1995 
Sec (AS) 2a - 
LETTER FROM 



Section 40 



Section 40 



|: SECURITY CLASSIFICATION QUERY 



Ref : D/Sec(AS)/12/l dated 7 June 1995 



1. In his letter BEfglBRKil M make references to the following 
'security categorizations':^ 



MAJESTIC, MAJIC, P14, Pl-40 AND COSMIC TOP SECRET 

COSMIC TOP SECRET is recognised as a marking currently in use in 
the NATO forum* My enquiries have identified knowledge of MAJESTIC 
and MAJIC, but nothing in respect of P14 or Pl-40. 

2. It would appear that the MAJESTIC and MAJIC markings (and a 
number of others all beginning with 'M 1 ) are Codewords' used by 
the 1 BLUE BOOK 1 group who were established ( allegedly ) in the late 
1940' s to investigated th^, again alleged , UFO crashes/incidents 
in the USA (eg Roswell, Woodbridge) . It is claimed by 'UFOlogists' 
that such terms have been gleaned from information available under 
the US Freedom of Information Act. 



3. In summary I can confirm, to the best of my knowledge (and at 
the risk of substantiating conspiracy theory) that, with the 
exception of COSMIC TOP SECRET, the UK has never used the terms 
ESBSBfiEi quotes . COSMIC TOP SECRET is in use and although unable to 



kectiogfil 



confirm categorically that it has never been used m the UFO 
context, it is a NATO marking and thus not in our gift to confirm 
its existence or otherwise to members of the public. 



4. 
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penultimate sentence asks two questions that 

cumulatively are somewhat akin to 'Have you stopped beating your 
wife? 1 ', and so yes or no answers are out. Although this LM is 
marked RESTRICTED, the following wor ds are UNCLASSIFIED and can be 
used in any response to 



Section 40 



"The UK uses four main markings to clas 
namely Restricted, Confidential, Secret and 
meanings attached thereto are already in the 
markings cover a wide range of material and 
use additional markings to control handling 
no person cleared to Secret level has the ri 
material). Thus additional markings are avai 
material of particular sensitivity, but I am 
appreciate that it is not our policy to disc 
material that they may cover," 



sify its material; 
Top Secret and the 

public forum. These 
so it is necessary to 
and distribution (ie. 
ght to see all Secret 
lable to label 

sure that you can 
lose the nature of the 



(signed) 
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HQ Sy 1 



Ura#&#8SIFIED 



UNCEHSSfPIED 
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UMGkAS&IFIED 



LOOSE MINUTE 
D/Sec(AS)/12/l 
7 Jun 95 
MOD Sy la 



LETTER FROM bfAWf ]|Ej*JB SECURITY' CLASSIFICATION QUERY 

1. As you may be aware , Sec (AS) 2a acts as the MOD focal point 
for reports of unidentified flying objects. As such we receive 
a number of letters from members of the public regarding MOD 
policy in this connection, which often include questions 
relating to MOD security classifications. The attached is one 
such example* 




2 , I should be qratefu^^^ you would take a look at the 
question posed bv EBSBfiEil ^Bf highlighted) and offer a form of 
words for me to draw upon in my response, I am unsure whether 
these are even proper MOD security classifications, and if any 
of them are I feel sure we would not wish to go into any 
details. However, an appropriate pub lic line which I could 
deploy would be greatly appreciated. 




Sec(AS }2a 
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CHOTS: SEC(AS)2A (2) 



Enc, 



COVERING CONFIDENTIAL 



LOOSE MINUTE 



D/DAS/64/3/11 
5 April 2005 



DIST-AMLMAD 

Copied to: DI BCRCG3 



DOWNGRADING OF DOCUMENTS FOR RELEASE UNDER THE FREEDOM OF 
INFORMATION ACT 2000 

Reference A: D/DAS/64/3/1 1 dated 10 February 2005, 

1 . Thank you for examining the documents enclosed with reference A for possible release to 
Dr Clarke in response to his Freedom of Information request. I understand from your e-mail 
message of 1 April that you are now content for these documents to be released, 

2. As you will be aware some of the documents were given various classifications at the time 
they were created, ranging from Confidential to Secret. In order to release them into the public 
domain they must be downgraded to Unclassified. JSP440 contains instructions (copy attached 
for ease of reference) that this should be done by the originator using MOD Form 171.1 have 
therefore attached to this minute MOD Forms 171 for those documents which were generated 
by DIST and I would appreciate your endorsement that you are content to downgrade these for 
release. 

3. In addition to these documents Dr Clarke also requested an entire copy of one of our UFO 
Policy files which also contains some classified documents generated by DIST. I believe you 
have already seen these documents, but for ease of reference I enclose copies of those that 
require downgrading (together with the MOD Forms 171) for your action. In addition to those 
attached I would appreciate confirmation that you are happy to downgrade and release 
D/DI55/108/15 "Unidentified Aerial Phenomena Study" dated 18 October 1993 which is 
classified Secret UK Eyes A and the attachment is Secret UK Eyes B ? copies of which were 
sent to you on 17 February 2005. 1 enclose a MOD Form 171 for this purpose. 

4. Finally, the document you supplied regarding DIST decision in 2000 to no longer receive 
UFO reports (D/DIST/1 1/10 dated 4 December 2000) is also classified Secret UK Eyes Only. 
Please would you inform me whether you are content for this to be released to Dr Clarke and if 
so, complete the relevant form attached. 



COVERING CONFIDENTIAL 



COVERING CONFIDENTIAL 



5. I apologise for giving you additional tasks, but would appreciate a response as soon as 
possible. In the meantime, I will tell Dr Clarke that these documents are temporarily withheld 
awaiting confirmation of downgrading. Please give me a call if you have any questions. 
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Main Building 
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COVERING CONFIDENTIAL 



UfeJSk^gJFIED 



D/DI55/108/15 
28 April 1993 
Sec (AS) 2a 

PUBLIC ACCESS TO UFO FILES 
Reference : 

A, D/Sec(AS)12/l dated 29 Mar 93. 

1 . At reference you asked for my views on witness privacy and 
internal distribution lists for files about to be released under 
the 30 year rule. 

2. Witness Protection . I see no reason why this information 
should be protected for longer than the normal 30 years. 

3. Internal Distribution . This is a finely balance decision to 
make. Public acknowledgement of investigation of UFOs by an 
intelligence branch would lead many people to erroneous 
conclusions. Although DI 55 do not operate covertly we do not 
court publicity, and publicity could affect our main task. Some 
books have mentioned an association of DI 55 with UFO 
investigation but they have no real evidence of this and in any 
event I see no reason to confirm any link. On balance I believe 
that mention of AI(Tech) should be deleted. 
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Wing Commander 
DI55C 
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UNCtStoSIWED 



UNCfea®8t£tED 




D/DI55/108/15 




l June 1993 



I 



-2 JUK1993 



Sec (AS) 2a 




UFOS 



1. You may be interested to hear that at long last I have had 
some funds allocated for serious UFO research. The study will 
include a review of our data, the construction of a data base, 
aTdeT:ai led review of specified incidents and recommendations for 
the future* Needless to say we do not want this broadcast and it 
is for your information only* 

2, I have heard that there is a conference at Sheffield Poly 
in August, I would be grateful if you have any further 
information. 




wing Commander 
DI55c 




UNffTOSTFfED 



Section 
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Wednesday 19th June 1991 



Report by 



Section 40 



(DI52) 



Reference DI52/TMCK/1 



Arrived in my hotel room at approx 2305 and tuned in to Radio 1 n The Nicki 
Campbell Programme* 1 * I had heard last night (18th) that he was going' to 
broadcast a "very controversial" interview regarding UFO's. It was due to start 
at 2230 so I've probably missed a lot! 

The interview was with a Tim Good (I believe). He started expounding about his 
knowledge of UF0 T s and that 6 alien craft had arrived on our planet! He claimed 
that senior people in Whitehall and the states know of the reality of these 
events * 

He said this was the "most sensitive area in the UK Intelligence field of all 
time 11 . Sources had made him aware of MOD intelligence in Northumberland Avenue, 
and that there was a section DI55 working on this topic in a locked and guarded _ 
room No 801 (I think he said). He claimed that the facts relating- to UFO's was 
classified 37 levels higher than Top Secret! Numerous references were made to 
an ex NASA physisist ' Bob Lassare. Apparently, alien craft had been studied, and ^ 
their propulsion systems were so sophisticated technically that engineers had 
taken years to derive an understanding. Instantaneous motion. An ex astronaut 
(I think) Gordon Cooper had chased UFO's. There was video film of them in the 
Nevada desert. One planet he quoted where aliens had come from C37' light years 
away} was Zeta Po^ c ^4LL\ NORAD track such craft daily he claimed. 

He claimed further that the states have a 1 Black Budget 1 for such Projects - 
making it unaccountable to the senate. \s, _ ^ ja&^/ 

When asked if he believed George Bush_had ever seen one of these "quarantined 11 ? 
craft, he said he was sure that he had, as they were "available". Parts "of~his 
dialogue was linked to the Bible and spiritualism as a way of justifying the 
reality of such phenomina presumably. He mentioned ASC - alternative space 
craft* With that the interview ended* 

Nicki Campbell asked listeners to phone in if they were interested to find out 
more. If response was good, he would try and set up a tele link with the states 
(one of his sources) tomorrow evening (20th). 

I'm new to DI (4 weeks). I sat down and spent 30 mins considering what I 
should do. I didn't have any phone numbers to ring so decided to go to the 
off^^Ojytaxi) (I may put in a b ill Ha) . Cou ldn't find any next of kin lists 
f or aSffliBffiw J or anyone else. Used EBSffiBKil M phone to make him aware of this 
(via his HOME Button!) This was at abou^^OOB I guess* He asked me to contact 
the Duty Officer in MB which I di d* Rather than talk on the phone, I went 
across and told Sqn Ldr ESSffifff "^ 6 above* He didn't seem unduly concerned, but 
said he would pass the detail^5ver to the "day shift" * 

I can't vouch 100% for the accuracy of my recollections above, but took lots of 
notes throughout the programme so am reasonably confident about names and 
statements made. It's now 0150 - I'm tired. I should have listened to Radio 4 
perhaps! Maybe not. Hope I did the right thing* 



5 IMimv,- 
I &o .. . 

UNGLA&S1FJED L— 1' * 



UNCLASSIFIED 




Recommendations " 

I think it would be prudent to obtain a copy of the transcript of the interview, 
in order to verify/correct the foregoing for accuracy. I guess then its down to 
considering whether there is a justification' for the security 'services to take 
the matter further in view of what has been broadcast. 
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im©b&S&IFIED 



Thank you, I have received the other document as well. I will now prepare them for release to 
Dr Clarke. I will give you a call if there are any problems. 



DAS-FOI 
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Se nt; 01 April 2005 13 : 51 
To:[~ 

Subject: RE: 



Section 



The documents look fine, I can see no grounds not to release them. 
Did you get the other stuff I sent over on an immediate a while ago. 



From: 

Sent: 30 March 2005 08:58 
Subject: 



Sectio 



40 



Are you yet in a position to reply concerning the papers on UFOs requested by Dr Clarke? 



[Section 40l 
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From: 

Sent: 21 March 2005 11:07 

To: 

Subject: RE: Dr Clarke's request for Information 



Section 4j 



see no problems releasing this information now. 
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From! 

Se nt: 18 March 2005 10:13 

Subject: Dr Clarke's request for Information 
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I am going through the raft of papers from one of our UFO policy files for possible release to Dr Clarke in 
response to his request for information. 

There are a few documents which refer to discussions between Sec(AS), DI55c and Hd CS(RM)1 in May 
1995 about Public Access to UFO files and the release of internal distribution lists. Apparently until then 
internal distribution lists were removed from information released to the public because it was believed that 
the UFO lobby might become a little too interested in the work of DIS if they saw that reports were sent to 
them. Sec(AS) believed in 1995 that our reasons for continuing with this policy were weak because it was 
already public knowledge that DIS were involved ("following an unfortunate slip some years ago") that we 
should release the internal distribution them from then on, but have prepared lines to take for the public and 
press about DIS involvement. 

Do either of you see any problem with me releasing this information to Dr Clarke? 




DAS-FOI 



04/04/2005 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: Re: FOIA request 



Section 40 



David Clarkq 
18 March 2005 13:22 



Dear 



Section 40 



Thank you for your email of 17 March and for the detailed information you supplied. I do of oourse understand 
the reasons for the delay in completion of my FOIA request from January, particularly the requirement to clear 
release of information from the other departments involved in the request. 



From the figures you supplied re FOIA requests it must have been a very busy time for you, but hopefully, as 
the figures suggest, the numbers of applications particularly regarding UFOs, should begin to fail off soon. 
From 

my experience in this field most interested parties - particularly journalists - don't really know what questions 
to ask so tend to make rather sweeping requests. 

I hope that you are able to clear up the outstanding bits and pieces from my application by the end of this 
week 

as you predict and I look forward to receiving the package from you sometime next week. 



Some small but important points arise from your email: 



a) in my letter of 19 Jan I asked if you could confirm which files from a list of 36 due to be transferred to TNA 
had reached Kew; will you be able to answer this in your forthcoming letter/enclosures? 

b) Regards the 1977 letter from Nicholas Edwards MP which you source to D/DS8/25/3 Part A - UFOs 
Parliamentary Correspondence {formerly D/S4(Air)8/3 Pt A). Is this the same file listed as D/DS8/2/3 
Pt A, UFOs: Parliamentary Correspondence 1978 on the Annex A which you enclosed with your 
letter of 20 December? Or is it the file, D/DS8/75/3 Part A (Parliamentary Correspondence - House 
of Lords Debate) which appears on the earlier list sent in 2003; back in 2002 (your ref D/D AS/64/3/1 1 ) 
you sent me some papers from this file but said two other files containing parliamentary correspondence 
from this period had been destroyed in 1990. This seems to indicate we have at least 3 different files 

all with very similar titles & content -or are they all in fact the same file? 



c) Regards clearance of the two enclosure from file D/DAh^^/11 1/6/4 Part F - thanks for clearing this 
misunderstanding up. During my conversation with^SI^EflB 1 9°* the impression that he was 
referring to the section from the Flying Saucer Saucer Working Party document of 1951 that remains 
with-held pending agreement from the American authorities. 



One final point - during correspondence withEHSHBRBSearlier this week relating to the DIS documents 
affected by asbestos contamination he makes reference to four UFO policy files, D/DI55/108/15, pts 4-7 
which he says "are believed to be with Dl 55", i.e. are not at Feltham and are therefore not subject to J 
contamination, as we have been led to believe. 

Could you check with Dl 55 whether they do in fact hold these files, and if so can you confirm whether or 
not they are subject to asbestos contamination? 

I do appreciate your assistance as ever, 

Yours sincerely 

Dr D.Clarke 

National Centre for English Cultural Tradition 
School of English 
University of Sheffield 




13/04/2005 



Dear Dr Clarke 

I apologise for not getting back to you sooner regarding your FOi request. I will give you an 
update on the items requested in your letter and the two further questions asked in your e- 
mail message of 2 March 2005. 

In your letter you requested an entire copy of file D/Sec(AS)12/1 Part A - UFO Policy 1985. 
The file includes 150 enclosures (some 360 individual pages) and spans a period of 1985 to 
1995. As you are probably aware, during this period our branch consulted both air defence 
experts and the Defence Intelligence Staff about UFO matters and some of the documents in 
this file cover discussions with these areas. I have therefore sent the relevant enclosures to 
the appropriate areas for their views on release. One of the individuals dealing with this has 
been away from the office and I am still awaiting a conclusive response. He has now returned 
and has indicated that he believes that most of (if not all) the information sent to him could be 
released. He has promised a substantive answer by the end of this week so I should be able 
to send you this information before Easter. 

With regard to the documents you requested at paragraph 2 of your letter, all of these have 
been located and as above, they are currently with DIS for consultation on release. You may 
wish to note that D/Sec(AS)64/1 dated 14 March 1997 is actually dated 14 March 1994, 
however, because of its position in our files and the fact that it refers to previous 
correspondence dated 29 January 1997, 1 believe this was an error when the letter was 
written and it is in fact the document you are seeking. You also requested any additional 
correspondence associated with these papers. I have located three additional papers that you 
have not already been given and these are also with DIS. In relation to your request at 
paragraph 3 of your letter, DIS have been asked to supply copies of documents relating to 
their decision in 2000 to no longer receive UFO reports and I expect their advice about this 
information to be included with their response mentioned above. 

You also asked about the original location of the letter dated 24 May 1 977 from Mr Nicholas 
Edwards MP to Dr John Gilbert and the draft response and reply from James Wellbeloved MP 
dated 16 June 1977, as supplied with my previous correspondence. These documents were 
copied from D/DS8/25/3 Part A - UFOs Parliamentary Correspondence. The file also has a 
former reference of D/S4(Air)8/3 Part A which has been amended, I suspect when S4(Air) 
became DS8. This file is currently still with the MOD but has provisionally been assigned The 
National Archive reference of DEFE 24/1630. 

Turning to your e-mail message dated 2 March about FOIA requests about UFOs, I can 
inform you that in the first month of FOI the MOD as a whole received 735 requests and some 
5% of these were about UFOs. Some of these requests, although counted as a single request, 
where requests for more than one piece of information. Other areas generating large numbers 
of requests included the war in Iraq, Service discipline issues, Land issues and Equipment. 
The flow of incoming FOIA requests about UFOs has slowed down in more recent weeks and 
up to Friday 11 th March 2005 the MOD had received a total number of 1590 requests and this 
Department has handled 60 on UFOs* 

You also asked for information about the Reading Room. The Directorate of Information 
Exploitation who have responsibility for the Reading Room have advised that they do not 
intend to publish responses to all FOI request, but just those where the subject matter expert 
considers there may be a wider interest. We have placed a copy of a few of our responses to 
requests about UFOs in the Reading already and we will be considering what further 
responses may be appropriate for inclusion. 

Finally, as I believe S EHI may have mentioned in his telephone conversation with you, 
we have finally been able to secure release of the two enclosures from file D/D Air 
Deff/1 1 1/6/4 Part F which are outstanding from the request you made last year. I will also 
send these to you. 

I hope this information is useful. I expect to be in a position to send all of this information to 
you next week. I appreciate your patience and hope you will understand that we do 




sometimes have to consult others about information they have shared with us and although 
this can be a lengthy process in most cases it does secure the release of information. 

Yours sincerely 
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From: 

Sent: 11 March 2005 16:20 
To: 

Subject: RE: FOIA request etc 



Fm sure I sent something out in one of the learning point emails about sending us responses of widerpub lic intere st. The 
Reading Room is for any response that is of wider interest. Focal points should send them to me or {SERB and will 
publish them. 

Will that do? 



From: 



Section 40 



Se nt: 11 March 2005 16:16 
SubjerifR^FcS^^^' 



request etc 
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I have not seen Lord Falconer's statement but if Dr Clarke has interpreted it correctly it looks like he was 
saying that we intend to publish answers to RFIs from the media and if this is not what is appearing in the 
Reading Room I can see why Dr C is puzzled. Was it originally planned only to put answers to the media in 
the Reading Room and if so, did this change to include any request which could be of wider public interest? I 
do not recall seeing any guidance for Focal Points about this.^^flpho^e^d me in January and said you were 
setting up a Reading Room and did I have anything for her I sent the few cases that we had answered then, 
but have not been asked for anything since. 



Please could you clarify this so I can respond to Dr Clarke. Also DAS have answered 41 requests now so if 
you let me know what sort of request answers you would like (ie media* wider interest etc) I will see what else 
I can send you for the Reading Room. 



DAS-FOI 



From: 
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Sent^^arch 2005 09:51 
To: [3 

Cc: [ 

Subject: RE: FOIA request etc 



Section 



The short answer is that there is ao formal set of criteria. We will publish whatever responses are forwarded to us by 
focal points. Some focal points will choose not to publish certain responses because they are trivial or not of wider public 
interest. 



Section 
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From| 

Sent: 11 March 2005 09:26 
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Subject: FW: FOIA request etc 



Section 40 



The second part of the request for information forwarded byS5Sff f cr us | answer, 
response, I'm not sure who will be responsible for this. 



Secti 



|tt 4@| ating the 
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S§jld you let us know when you need a response? 



Fromf J 

Se nt: 10 March 2005 14:51 

Subject: FOIA request etc 



One of our regular correspondents / requesters has asked the following follow up to his latest request. I can 
answer the first part but can you give me something to say to Dr Clarke regarding his enquiry about 
information in the Reading Ro om. Please let me know if vou would pre fer to communicate with him about this 
yourself. His e-mail address isl 
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Thanks 



DAS-FOI 
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Dear 



Section 40 



Hope you're both well. ira*fppvn 

Following my conversation withgsgUgUEuS a few weeks ago, a couple of points arise: 



Firstly, I understand that since 1 January your department has received a considerable number of requests 
for information under the FOIA, both from members of the public and the Press. I gather that around half 
(?) of these requests relate to UFOs. Without adding to your admin burden, could you give me a rough 
estimate as to the percentage breakdown of subject requests so far received? This info is quite important 
for my research (in terms of university funding) as it illustrates the level of public interest. 

Secondly, I have perused your 'FOIA reading room' & noted Lord Falconer's statement (December 2004) 
concerning the intention to simultaneously publish material requested by members of the Press under 
FOIA online. Could you explain the precise policy regarding which material requested under FOIA is 
published in your reading room? Is it only requests that are received from a known media source, or does 
it apply to requests from members of the public (such as myself?). Is it the intention to publish material 
relating to all requests, or if not which ones? 

On that note, is it possible to estimate a time for completion of my pending FOIA request of 19 January? 
Yours sincerely 
Dr David Clarke 



17/03/2005 
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Sent: 09 March 2005 09:03 
To: SSJfflES^^M 

Co: Dl BCR-INFO 1a (DIBCR-INFOla2@mod.uk) 
Subject: FW: Feitham & UFO files 
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The reply from DIS. 

Four of the six files Dr Clarke suggests should be included in the Feitham pilot are apparently with 
the branch, If Pt 9 is at Feitham the list detailing crates and their contents is in error! 



As for Dr Clarke t will thank him for his suggestion, but decline to include any of these files, I will 
also tell him that as I understand it only two of the files identified by him are apparently affected by 
the asbestos contamination of OWOB basement, crate details uncertain. 

I guess he will in turn write to you about the other four files! 



40 
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Subject: Feitham & UFO files 
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Section 4C 



I have been in contact with| 
DI55 files. Please see his reply below 



DI55) regarding your question about the location of various 




Uftte Wtt&&pdrif v^iffy that' 



DI55/108/15-Pt4 held in branch. 
DI55/108/15 Pt 5 held in branch 
DI55/108/15 Pt 6 held in branch 
DI55/108/15 Pt 7 held in branch 

We do not hold the following in branch and I understand these were in the archive when the 

contamination was found. 

DI55/1 08/1 5/1 - Pt 9 DI55/1 08/1 5/1 - Pt 32 

Hope this helps 



18/04/2005 



Page 2 of 3 



Fro m : SEw* M tXi 9m 

Se nt: 04 March 2005 08 :28 

Subject: FW: FOI request - Feltham & UFO files 



Please see further 



Sectio 



action 40 



From:! 

Sent^QJg^S^ 15:06 
Sub^rtFp^R^^quest - Feltham 8t UFO files 



Sec 









Sorry, a typo - 

Pts 4 & 5 are at Feltham, but 6 & 7 with the branch? 



Secti 



03 March 200^3*34 



From: 
Se nt: 

Toib?S}BBI!i]^^^^^B^BB@niod.uk) 

Subject: FOI request - Feltham & UFO tiles 



Section 



40 



I hope that you can help. 



A member of the public has apparently been advised that the DIS UFO files are contaminated with 
asbestos and that the files are not accessible has written to me to suggest that a few of them be 
included in the pilot. 

Although this is unacceptable to me - the selection of crates has already been made and the 
physical handling of files starts Monday, I think that the information he has been given is at 
variance with the data on the DIS database! 



The files: 



DI5S/108/1S Parts 4, 5, 6 & 7 
DI55/108/15/1 Parts 9 & 32 



Di 55/108/15 Parts 4 & 5 and Dl 55/108/15/1 Part 32 are in crates 12-25-B, 1 2-25-C & 23-1 2A 
respectively. 
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ft Dl 55/108/15 Parts 5 & 6 and Dl 55/108/15/1 part 9 are apparently with the branch! 
Please confirm that this is your understanding of the position is respect of these six files. 
Regards 

ansa 




18/04/2005 



Thanks for your latest helpful list of files. I do not need D/DS8/25/3 Pt A at present, it was . 
that I have sent Dr Clarke some papers from this file in response to one of his previous 
requests and he was asking what file they were from because he could not find them in TNA. 



DAS-FOI 



Sen t: 15 February 2005 13:03 
To: EBSffiliEiH 

Subject: RE: UFO Files 



Sectio 



D/DS8/25/3 Pt A is with us and has been provisionally assigned the following TNA 
ref DEFE 24/1 630. 



Interestingly the file does carry another former ref: D/S4(Air) 8/3 Pt A but this has 
been cancelled, presumably whilst in the branch, and re-endorsed with the DS8 ref! 



I attached an updated lists of files open at Kew or at various stages in preparation in 
MOD. 



From: J Mil III 
Se n^Ure^ue ^^)05 11:15 

Subject: UFO Files 
Importance: High 



40 



Do you know the status of DS8/25/3 Part A (or DS8/75/3 Part A, the cover of the file was 
unclear last time I saw it)? According to my records we still hold it at Hayes, but it dates from 
1977-78 so may be with your reviewers now. 



DAS-FOI 
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From: 




Sent: 03 February 2005 14:49 

To: ESSSXE^^^^H 

Subject: FOI: Dr D Clarke 




mod.uk) 




We spoke about Dr Clarke's letter of 1 9 January 2005. 

He provided a list of 34 files, extracted from a list provided by MOD, to be allocated TNA references 
or with TNA references that he believed had been transferred to Kew or are due for transfer (in 
which case he wanted to know the approximate transfer date. 

The following may be a little stark, but you might like to consider it in your reply to Dr Clarke! 

"Two of the files listed on the "to be allocated TNA refs" attachment are duplicated entries: 

D/DS8/2/3C is already listed as DEFE 24/1205 
D/DS8/75/2/1 B is listed as DEFE 24/1206 

Both are at TNA and are available to researchers. 

Of the remaining 32, none have yet been transferred to The National Archives. The preparation 
process is still at an early stage with draft lists (for 27 pieces) only recently submitted to TNA. TNA 
will determine when transfer takes place and at the present time there are no scheduled pick-ups, 
from MOD, by TNA." 




h40 
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COVERING SECRET 

tar 

5/ 

LOOSE MINUTE 

D/DAS/64/3/11 
10 February 2005 



DI BCR CG3 

Copy to: DI ST AM LM AD -I 
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUEST FOR INFORMATION - 
PR DAVID CLARKE 

1 . Further to my earlier e-mail message and our telephone conversation, please see 
attached the papers I have located on my UFO policy files which are relevant to Dr Clarke's 
request for information. 

2. I have included those papers which Dr Clarke specified in his letter. He also requested 
associated papers and I also enclose a copy of those which I have found. I have not included 
copies of papers Dr Clarke has already had in response to previous requests under the Code of 
Practice on Access to Government Information, but for ease of reference and to save you from 
supplying papers we already have, the reference of these are listed below. 



LM reference D/DAO/1/13 dated 25 March 1997 
LM reference D/DIST/1 1/10 dated 25 April 1997 
LM reference D/Sec(AS)64/l dated 13 May 1997 
LM reference DI(ST)/11/10 dated 28 May 1997 



3. I would be grateful if you could look at these papers and give me your opinion as to 
whether you believe they can be downgraded and released to Dr Clarke by COP 1 5 February 
2005. If you locate any papers relevant to Dr Clarke's request on your files, which we do not 
have, please supply a copy. 
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DAS-FOI 
5 th Floor 

Zone H 
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Main Building 
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COVERING SECRET 



Loose Minute 
14th March 1994 



AO/AD 1 
PI ST 



Copy to: 

PSO/ACAS 
DAO 

Head of Sec (AS) 
DI Sec 
AD/DI55 
DPR(RAF) 

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 

Reference: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29th January 1997 

1. You will recall that I wrote at Reference seeking advice and 
comment on the way forward for handling 'UFO' reports and I wonder 
if you have yet had time to consider what might be required so far 
as your respective interests are concerned. I discussed a number 



2. I appreciate that other issues might well have taken priority 
in recent times but I would like to make some progress on this in 
the near future. 



oMinints at . 
Ebut have 







Sec (AS) 2 




CHOTS: SEC(AS12 
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to 




Loose Minute 

D/Sec(AS)f^H 

29th January 1997 

A0/AD1 
PI ST 

Copy to: 

PSO/ACAS Head of Sec (AS) AD/DI55 
DAO DI Sec DPR (RAF) 

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 

1 . I have been giving some thought to the way the Department 
currently handles 'UFO 1 reports and letters from members of the 
public, many of the latter actively seeking information about the 
existence of extraterrestrial life forms, or seeking a detailed 
investigation/explanation for what has been reported (allegations 
of abduction by aliens, out of body experiences, animal 
mutilations, crop circles etc), 

2. The increasing media attention given to this subject in recent 
months has almost doubled the work of the desk officers involved 
to the detriment of other tasks more directly relevant to the work 
of the Branch. In the circumstances it seems timely to reappraise 
the situation with a view to clarifying the Department's role and 
requirements. Existing Government policy and my understanding of 
the current arrangements is set out at Annex. 

3. I believe there should be a demonstrated need to continue 
current policy if we are to do so and would be grateful to know: 

a. the extent of DAO and DI ST current interest in 'UFO T 
reports; 

b. whether Sec (AS) should continue to forward any sighting 
reports to DAO or DI ST from members of the public for 
further examination/clarification and, if so, the criteria on 
which such decisions might be based* 

c. whether the focus of interest m should be internally 
generated (ie air defence) or rely on reports only from 
credible witnesses with full involvement from DAO and DI ST 
in the investigation process. 

4. Depending on the nature of any changes proposed it may be 
necessary to seek Ministerial agreement to nnvn^^^M 
forward to receiving your formal comments . [3^31i2ffiul m 
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Annex 

'UFO REPO RTS ' : MOD INTEREST AND CURRENT ARRANGEMENTS 

Policy 

1. The Government's policy on 'UFOs» is that the air defence 
implications of unidentified flying objects are a matter for the 
MOD; air traffic implications are a matter for the Civil Aviation 
Authority . 

2. MOD'S interest in 'UFOs* is limited to examining reported 
sightings to establish if such activity might have a defence 
significance (ie whether the UK Air Defence Region has been 
breached) . 

SecfAS)2 Responsibilities 

3. Sec (AS) 2a acts as the focal point for MOD Policy on 'UFO' 
issues and maintains a simple record for all reported sightings, 
staffs sighting reports and public correspondence relating to 
alleged sightings to other MOD Branches as necessary, responds to 
Parliamentary and Ministerial inquiries, and deals with written 
and telephone enquiries from members of the public. DPO staff 
deal with media enquiries based on advice from Sec(AS)2. 

Current Arrangements 

4. It is generally the case that 'UFO' reports are copied to AO/ 
GE1 for advice on air defence related issues, and to DI55 for the 
technology aspects of what has been observed. DAO has no interest 
in extraterrestrial matters and 'UFO 1 sightings are considered 
only in relation to a possible military threat to the UK's air 
defences. DI55 is responsible for studying aerodynamic missiles 
and is the DIS repository for UFO reports forwarded by Sec (AS): 
they have no evidence to date to support the extraterrestrial 
hypothesis . 

5. It is considered that events giving rise to a defence interest 
are only likely to be reported by credible witnesses, ie military 
pilot reported incidents or detections by defence radar or early 
warning systems, in these circumstances DAO staffs would lead on 
the response in light of the circumstances at the time. Other 
credible witnesses might be professional civil pilots, officials 
at Air Traffic Control Centres (ATCCs) and the emergency services 
(police/fire). During the last two years only a handful of 
reports have been made by credible witnesses and none have 
provided evidence of defence significance. 

6. There are no resources within the Department to provide an 
aeronautical identification service for every 'UFO' report. More 
importantly, given MOD'S stated interest, there is no requirement 
to do so. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 

D/DI ST/11/10 -c*o-v 

3 Feb 97 

SecfASte 

Copy to: 
DIP&R 
DISec 
AO/AD1 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA STUDY 



Ref: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 27 Jan 97 



1 . Thank you for reference on the discussions on the possibil ity of a study in to unidentified 
aerial phenomena (UAP). This is a holding reply, not least berause@33SElH iS central 
to this matter, is on terminal leave from the RAF and not available to advise for some weeks. (U) 



2, Howeve^^/islU^oint out now that reference to planned DI55 activity conveys too firm 
an impression S E2| had been investigating what might be achieved within our current 
resources prior to seeking any commitment. He had sought your views because in the past your 
branch had_supported anjun^cc^sfiil) applicati on for additional resourc e to create an electronic 
database . The interest of your branch has also been evident from many occasions over the last 
20 years when DI55 has responded to your s hort notice demands to undertak e extensive manual 
searches of the current an d very large paper-based UAP archive, (S) ' ~ 

3 . In addition to your requirements we also consider there are several other parties who have 
an interest in the data as an intelligence source. However our ability to adequately exploit the 
data is severely constrained by lack of resources and the limitations of the paper based archive. 
While I reje cted the specific application for additional re sources m entioned above I remain 
concerned that we are not in a position to conduct intelligence assessment, which leads me to 
question whether there is any point in maintaining the archive. Once we have investigated further 
I would welcome a discussion over what the customer requirements are and whether we are 
resourced to meet them. 
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Loose Minute 
D/Sec(AS)/64/l 
2nd April 1997 

A0AD1 * 

Copy to: * by CHOTS 

PSO/ACAS * 
DAO * 
DI ST 

Head of Sec (AS) * 
DI Sec 
AD/DI55 
DPR (RAF) * 

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 

Reference A: D/DAO/1/13 dated 25th March 1997 

1. Thank you for your reply (Reference A) to my minute seeking 
advice on the way forward for the handling of 'UFO 1 reports. 

2. In view of your stated interest in 'UFO 1 sightings (para 2 of 
Reference A), Sec (AS) 2 will in future only refer to you for advice 
or investigation reports that fall into the following categories: 

a. documented sightings - reports that are supported by 
evidence such as photographs, video recordings or radar 
traces, where these cannot be readily explained and are 
provided by sources who appear to be reliable; 

b. corroborated sightings - a series of reports apparently 
describing the same phenomenon and provided by separate and 
independent sources, where these cannot be readily explained; 

c. timely sightings - reports of a phenomenon that is 
currently being observed and might, therefore, be capable of 
detection by AD or other assets such as military aircraft or 
radar observers. 

We will not follow-up undocumented, uncorroborated reports of past 
events unless, in the opinion of the Sec (AS) desk officer or duty 
officer, there are features of particular interest or 
dependability. 

3. You asked about US reporting and investigating practices. We 
have inguired about this in the past through the Washington 
Embassy. The US DOD has a statement on their Internet web site 
recording their 'Project Blue Book' research and concluding that 
they no longer have any interest in UFO reports and related 
matters; those who wish to report 'sightings' are invited to 
contact local law enforcement agencies. 

4^ You question whether we need to fund investigation of 
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inexplicable incidents. Ministers' policy is clear: we are not 
funded to investigate all unexplained phenomena and our interest 
is confined to any occurrence that may have an air defence 
significance. The Prime Minister sees no case for funding 
research into extra terrestrial 'UFO* phenomena. 

5. Finally, you suggest that we need an electronic database and 
management system against which sightings might be recorded and 
handled. This is not something we ourselves see any need for. 
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Loose Minute 

D/Sec(AS)/64/l 

22nd April 1997 

PI ST 

Copy to: 

A0AD1 

PSO/ACAS 

DAO 

Head of Sec (AS) 
DI Sec 
AD/DI55 
DPR (RAF) 

'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 
Reference: 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29th January 1997 

B. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 14th March 1997 

C. D/DAO/1/13 dated 25th March 1997 

D. D/Sec(AS)64/l dated 2nd April 1997 

1. It is now some time since I wrote (Reference A) seeking views 
on the way forward for the increasing amount of correspondence and 
sighting reports the Department now receives on the subject of 
f UFOs f and related issues. 

2. In the absence of any advice from DI of a need to see such 
material, I can only assume that this subject does not warrant 
significant interest. I therefore propose that for the future 
only information relating to 'credible* sightings will be further 
disseminated. The criteria for what constitutes a 'credible* 
sighting was given in my response to A0AD1 (Reference D - copied 
to you) following receipt of his advice on the extent of DAO 
interest. 

3. I should be grateful to know that this course of action is 
acceptable to you. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 
D/DAO/1/13 
Mar 97 
SEC(AS)2 

Copy to: 

PSO/ACAS 

DAO 

DI ST 

Head of Sec {AS ) 
DI Sec 
AD/DI55 

DPR (RAF) ■ > 

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS fUFOl POLICY ■ ' — St 'l 

References: | ^ ■ ^* 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 14 Mar 97. * h!|J: 1 

B. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 Jan 97, 

1 . Thank you for your letter at Reference A reminding of the 
need to make progress on future handling of UFO reports against a 
background of increasing public interest and therefore workload. 
You ask what might be required insofar as air defence interests 
are concerned, 

2. Following your earlier letter at Reference B, you will recall 
our discussion of the topic. My views are unchanged. We have no 
direct air defence interest in UFO reports unless there is 
intelligence, reliable sighting or evidence that UK national 
airspace , or the UKADR, may be, or has been, penetrated by 
aircraft of potentially hostile powers without authorisation. 
Orbiting satellites are accounted separately and appropriate 
COMSEC implemented. 

3. A majority of UFO reports are tenuous in nature, are reported 
at second hand or with a time lag, and frequently overland or at 
night in areas where we have little radar cover. Those described 
as at great height, if they exist, may lie above radar cover, as 
only Fylingdales has tracking capabilities in the endo- atmosphere 
and in space. Some reports describe objects in terms of 
manoeuvre, speed and shape which lie beyond our engineering 
knowledge and that which could be reasonably expected from hostile 
powers . 

4. There is considerable difficulty, therefore, in assessing and 
prioritising these reports sufficiently quickly to provide, where 
warranted, an active response. Moreover, when interceptions may 
be needed, we are constrained by reduced readiness following 
drawdowns at the end of the Cold War and the considerable time lag 
in responding from northern bases in the event of incidents in the 
south, especially if access is needed to intensively used civil 
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airspace. Inevitably, interceptions are infrequently attempted 
against knowledge that, in the present benign environment, most 
sightings are unlikely to be associated with threatening activity. 

5. I would emphasise that such sightings have been few and far 
between, with only Russia among potentially hostile powers being 
capable of penetrating UK airspace at very high altitudes; while 
no hostile power could reasonably be responsible for low level 
sightings, because of the range or political risk involved, except 
in the context of large civil register aircraft diverting from 
flight plans (where we have had incidents). 

6. Staffing UFO matters, however, is a time consuming concern • 
As you are painfully aware, reported sightings are frequently 
explored in the public domain, often by organised societies, 
seeking extra-terrestrial explanations. Whilst using best 
judgement at the time, we are sometimes left accounting for the 
inexplicable or investing large numbers of man hours to establish 
rational explanations (as recently in the "Skegness sighting" when 
the Service's professional competence was called into question in 
an MP's letter to the SofS) . These frustrations are compounded by 
supporting PQs of the sort " . * . on how many occasions have ..." 
which require paper searches of long put down records. Neither do 
explanations that "the cost of the search cannot be justified" 
satisfy the public, for it only re-inforces their conviction that 
if the truth cannot be found out there, it is certainly available 
in the MOD. The MOD may eventually be caught out by cross 
referring to previous answers and other information, cherished on 
PCs and exchanged on "the web" . The consequences are further 
questions and ever greater care and time taken to ensure that we 
do not contradict ourselves* 

7 ♦ The problem is unlikely to subside especially as the US 
brings into service over the next decade high flying capabilities 
such as Global Star, Dark Star, the X-33 and, should it come to 
fruition, the manned spaceplane. other nations will follow, 
especially with UAVs, which may permit risk taking in unauthorised 
penetrations of airspace. Activities of these sorts would clearly 
require monitoring and control by the MOD. 

8. The extra-terrestrial business is also likely to boom, 
exacerbating the staffing problem. Continuing discoveries of 
planets, and emerging knowledge of circumstances needed for at 
least non-intelligent life, lead to speculation that planets and 
life may commonly occur. With that change of perception, arguing 
that our rock alone is a teeming and verdant speck in a vast and 
sterile nothingness may soon be as unrewarding as the Church once 
found in continuing to enforce the idea that the world was flat; 
more so, with the knowledge that many suns are older than our own, 
and perhaps provide conditions for advanced evolution. Even 
though some experts argue very low probabilities for intelligent 
life, and allowing for barely imagined transit distances, 
requiring unknown uses of physics, we cannot rule out entirely the 
idea of extra-terrestrial observation/visitation, either covert or 
overt* Our current policy to retain an open mind on these matters 
is therefore probably correct. 

9. It is a fine judgement whether UFO sightings are MOD matters, 
or Government responsibilities best located with other agencies 
given the unproven nature of a vast majority of reports. I 
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believe they should continue to be managed in the MOD because of 
inevitable inter-weaving of terrestrial sightings, some of 
military origin , with extra-terrestrial pre-occupations . Moreover, 
any future concerns, terrestrial or extra-terrestrial, are likely 
to require national or international co-ordination responsive only 
within security alliances* 

10. Whether we should set aside for further examination outside 
the MOD unexplained phenomena, I leave others to decide, knowing 
that political, scientific and cost judgements are associated with 
their investigation. I am not wholly convinced, however, that 
covert investigations would be the best way forwards. When 
inevitably discovered, they lead to mistaken ideas that "contact 
has been made 11 or that "government is worried, knowing something 
we don't." Should we decide regularly to investigate UFO reports, 
then we might look at how the US has handled some aspects with, 
for example, the targeted search of deep space for artificial 
signals which attracts little public speculation. The downside, 
of course, is "Roswell" with plastic kits as visible proof of 
alien capture and reverse engineering. What are US reporting and 
investigation practices? 

11* The UK air defence interest is primarily to automate 
reporting, handling and administration of incidents so that 
operators, infrequently switching their busy routines to consider 
unlikely phenomena, react in a focused and consistent way. 
Reaction and reporting needs for UFOs are similar to those 
practices necessary for handling flight safety incidents, and 
potentially we could mimic them. However, a computer based system 
is needed to support accurate handling and recording of incidents, 
and to allow easy extraction of historical data for parliamentary 
response or retrospective study. Such a system is not, per se, an 
air defence requirement* 

12. We therefore differ in view over responsibilities, 
organisation and funding* These matters are not for the air 
defence forces alone to consider, or to utilise the output from. 
Public reporting of phenomena is essentially government business 
to which we contribute infrequently when there are matters of 
direct air defence interest and, on other occasions, to exclude 
known air movements. As always, when tasked to respond, we do so 
to the best of our abilities. However, PQs that ask what 
similarities we have found between recent incidents and those of 
years ago, or to count them, leave us embroiled in dusty 
paperchases or in making retrospective assessments of incidents 
when we are not fully expert. 

13* My response has turned out longer than I had intended, but 
hopefully lays the issues fully on the table as we see them. 
The policy is fine, how we manage public enquiries probably needs 
some re-consideration, also whether we need to fund investigation 
of a minority of incidents which may be inexplicable; above all, 
we need an electronic database and management system against which 
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sightings may be uniformally handled and recorded. If nothing 
else, we owe successors an easily extracted h^^yH ^-q^^tH 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA OJAP^ - POLICY 



References 



A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 Jan 97 

B. D/DIST/11/10 dated 3 Feb 97 
C D/DAO/1/13 dated 25 Mar 97 

D. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 2 Apr 97 

E. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 22 Apr 97 

1 . My apologies firstly for not responding sooner to your minutes at Ref Unfortunately it 
took much longer than expected, at the time of my holding reply, to recover from a number of staff 
changes and to give the subject sufficient attention against other priorities. I am pleased that we 
should have this debate since at present there is a significant mismatch between our assumed 
responsibilities and our ability to resource them. 



2. Referring to the policy stated in your initial minute (Ref A, Annex paras 1 & 2) an 
immediate difficulty arises over the use of the term UFO'. This term is discredited in some circles 
and I think that consistent use of UAP would be much more satisfactory. This would then avoid 
an immediate association with 'extraterrestrial' phenomena and the difficulty which arises in trying 
to distinguish whether events are 'extraterrestrial' or not, a judgement which we are strictly 
incapable of making. While analysis may enable MoD to identify some phenomena^ those that 
remain are by definition 'unidentified* rather than 'extraterrestrial', 

3 . You queried at Ref A, para 3a the extent of DIST interest in UFO reports We agree that 
MoD's interest has to be related to defence significance but this is not solely to determine whether 
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the UK ADR is breached, as implied by the parenthetical text in your Annex, para 2. DIST's role 
in support of customer requirements is to assess all source intelligence on foreign weapon systems 
and science & technology with military relevance. We have the responsibility to decide which 
sources are most appropriate and how they should be weighted for assessments. We regard UAP 
as a source, akin in some respects to human reporting not least in that the phenomena are reported 
by people and may not be folly appreciated or understood at the time. This intelligence interest 
needs to be explicitly covered in the policy statement and we propose that your Annex, para 2 
should read: 

'MoD's interest in 'UAP* is limited to examining reported sightings to establish if such activity 
might have a defence significance, viz: 

a. whether the UKADR has been breached; 

b. what intelligence is revealed on military capabilities of other countries; 

c. whether scientific and technical information of military significance is revealed.' 
Arrangements 

4. Referring to your Annex, para 4, in the light of the above we do not consider that MoD can 
have no interest in extraterrestrial matters and needs to keep an open mind on whether 
'unidentified' phenomena may have significance. Additionally the lack of evidence to date in the 
DIS on the extraterrestrial hypothesis has to reflect the fact that we have not carried out any 
analysis. Effectively the UAP source is unproven for DIST purposes, a situation of concern even 
if we never expert it to be as reliable or valuable as other sources. Two principles therefore arise: 

Reports 

5 . Firstly DIST needs to continue to receive reports in order to make the judgements at para 
3b and 3c above. It seems probable that only credible sources are likely to provide enough 
information for a substantive analysis and we are therefore prepared to constrain ourselves to 
receive reports in the categories at Ref D, para 2. 

Analysis 

6. Secondly DIST needs to have an adequate system in order to reference the information. 
In line with developing practices for other source intelligence we need a reliable system for the 
retention and analysis of data. Hitherto the paper records have been much too unwieldy for 
effective action leading to the failing noted above. The proposed filtering of reports will reduce 
the volume considerably and we need to take the opportunity to initiate a database now. How we 
do this remains to be decided. Our resources are heavily over-bid but it seems essential that we 
establish the database in order to reduce subsequent analysis effort to the minimum. The extent 
to which we incorporate retrospective reports into the database depends on the resource costs. 
At best we would aim to apply the proposed filters in order to reduce the task to manageable 
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proportions. Concurrently we have to decide whether it should be DIS policy to retain the other 
reports or rely on your own archive, I favour the latter. Once the database is established and 
populated we would commission a limited analysis to determine whether reports possess any 
intelligence, S&T value or discernible patterns (locations, features, performance) and establish the 
residue of significant unidentified events. 

7> This requirement for a database needs to be considered alongside DAO's interests and we 
should aim to develop a single framework and decide how to share the responsibility for data entry. 

Action 

8 . We therefore propose to : 

a. plan in conjunction with D AO and customers how to achieve the database; 

b. implement the plan, sharing resources if appropriate; 

c. conduct, in DIST, a limited analaysis of events; 

d. review the situation once the database is accessible and no later than 12 months hence. 
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'UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS 1 - POLICY 

Reference: D/DIST/ll/10 dated 25th April 1997 

1. Thank you for your minute at Reference setting out the DIS 
interest in 'UFO ' reports. 

2* I was grateful for your detailed comments. I think it might 
be helpful if I list my observations on them in the same order 
(paragraph numbers in brackets in bold refer to your minute): 

a. You say that you would prefer the term 'UAP' rather than 
'UFO 1 (para 2). Presentationally this would give us some 
problems. To the vast majority of the public - and it is the 
public we deal with - 'UFO 1 with all its 'extraterrestrial 1 
connotations is the only one they recognise. Most are not 
interested in the difference and, to avoid any more confusion 
in their minds , we shall continue with 'UFO'. 

b. You suggest (para 3) amending the policy statement on 
MOD's interest to include your own specific areas of 
interests. However, the current wording 'anything of defence 
significance 1 has been couched in fairly general terms so 
that it can be used in response to PQs, letters from the 
public, the media etc. We need to be quite sure that there 
are no hostages to fortune in saying anything more detailed. 
Are you content to have your interests promulgated more 
widely given the inevitable questioning that will follow? 

c. I can assure you that we too are always careful to say 
that we have an open mind on this issue (para 4). 

d ; For the future we shall copy to you (and DAO) only those 
sighting reports falling into the three categories set out in 
my minute to AOAD1 of 2nd April (D/Sec(AS)/64/l ) (para 5), 
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e. You say (para 6) that you need an adequate reference 
system for information culled from reports and intend a 
database, albeit that you have not yet determined how it 
might be achieved , and that incorporating retrospective 
reports depends on the costs involved. But you also say that 
you have to decide whether it should be 'DIS policy to retain 
other reports or rely on our archive ' . I am rather confused 
about what this means* Are the 1 other 1 reports those copied 
to you previously which do not fall into the three categories 
(para d above) , or those which will not be copied to you in 
future? Either way, I am concerned that you favour relying 
on our archive because you do not say what this might entail 
and I am afraid there are no Sec (AS) resources to support 
your work. If there is a DIS requirement for access to 
archive material I think it makes sense for DIS to retain the 
information. 

f* Returning to the subject of a database (para 7), you 
suggest DAO's requirements also need considering and propose 
a single framework, sharing responsibility for data entry* 
However, A0AD1 has said they have no requirement for a 
database (D/DAO/1/13 dated 25th March, para 11) and, as I 
made clear in my reply to him, Sec (AS) has no need of one 
either. It would be helpful to know who else might be a 
customer given Sec(AS)'s role as the MOD focal point for this 
subject, and what 'shared resources' might be used to 
implement the plan. Sec (AS) has neither staff nor money for 
this purpose and, I think, DAO is similarly constrained. 

3. I am sorry. for the length of this note but we do all need to 
be quite clear what, as a Department, we are doing and why. We 
need to be very careful about expanding 'UFO' business and, 
thereby, sending the public a misleading message about the extent 
of MOD'S interest* Of course, should Government policy on this 
issue change, we will review the extent of our involvement 
accordingly. ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA - POLICY 

Ref A: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 13 May 97. 

1 . Thank you for your minute and your observations. 



2. UFO/UAP . I note that you will continue to use the term "UFO" and 
appreciate your logic. We prefer to use the term UAP internally to DI(ST) since I 
believe that it more accurately describes the topic. 

3. PIS Interests . Your existing policy statement is already classified 
RESTRICTED - POLICY and I believe that this is adequate to cover my suggested 
minor amendment. In dealing with the public I would expect you to continue to use 
the expression "anytinng of defence significance". 



4. Archive . By archive I meant your UFO report files since I assumed that you 
retain files to assist in answering questions from the public. My proposal was meant 
to indicate that once the database was established we would not retain any paper 
reports. I do not envisage that this practice would impose any additional work on 
your department. 

5. Database/Customers . DSc(Air) TG 3 and 4 strongly support our proposed 
initiative. If DAO still have no interest in any data-basing of material then I will 
support the minor costs involved from within my own budget. I am still prepared 
to include any minor DAO requirements if they do not have a significant effect on 



costs. 

6. I hope that my comments have assisted in your understanding of my 
intentions. I have no wish to "send the public a misleading message" and I will (as 
always in the DIS) take appropriate steps to ensure that the public do not become 
aware of this minor project. 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA - POLICY 

Ref A: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 13 May 97. 

1 . Thank you for your minute and your observations. 

2. UFO/UAP. I note that you will continue to use the term "UFO" and 
appreciate your logic. We prefer to use the term UAP internally to DI(ST) since I 
believe that it more accurately describes the topic. 

3. PIS Interests . Your existing policy statement is already classified 
RESTRICTED - POLICY and I believe that this is adequate to cover my suggested 
minor amendment, hi dealing with the public I would expect you to continue to use 
the expression "anything of defence significance". 

4. Archive . By archive I meant your UFO report files since I assumed that you 
retain files to assist in answering questions from the public. My proposal was meant 
to indicate that once the database was established we would not retain any paper 
reports. I do not envisage that this practice would impose any additional work on 
your department. {JlaJT it ttu. y^MA/^e ^ c*\wuAfa$ jstrm jp**f&* h» 

5. Database/Customers . JDScfAir) TG 3 and 4 strongly support our proposed 
urinative. If DAO still have no interest in any data-basing of material then I will 
support the minor costs involved from within my own budget. I am still prepared 
to include any minor DAO requirements if they do not have a significant effect on 



CQHfOU^BFIED 



costs. 

6. I hope that my comments have assisted in your understanding of my 
intentions. I have no wish to "send the public a misleading message" and I will (as 
always in the DIS) take appropriate steps to ensure that the public do not become 
aware of mis minor project. 
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From: 
Sent: 

To: 

Subject; Request for Information - Or Clarke 
Importance: High 



As predicted Dr Clarke has pur in an FOS request for more UFO information. I would be grateful for your help 
with the following; 

I . Correspondence relating io the outcome of DISTs stated Intention (D/D!(ST)/11/1 of 28 May 1 997) to 

produce a data-base of UFO materia]. 
2> Copies of any correspondence, material or Information relating to DISTs decision, in October 2000, to 

no longer receive UFO material copied from the Directorate of Air Staff. 

! will search our files for anything on these, but I would be grateful if you could see if you have anything 
relevant to contribute. I would be grateful for a reply by 
6 February, If possible. 

Thank you for your help. 
DAS-FOl 
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~t Non Priority Written; 



Please type Member's name, party, constituency and Question here 

nr George rouifces [ Labour )( Car rick , Cumnock and Doon Valley): To 
ask the Secretary of State for Defence, if he will make a 
statement on the number of unidentified supersonic radar contacts 
detected in the vicinity of RAF Machrihanish since January. 



DRAFT ANSWER" 



There have been no unidentified supersonic radar contacts 
detected in the vicinity of RAF Machrihanish since January. 
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BACKGROUND NOTE: PQ6007 

1 • This Question is one of four prompted by a recent article 

in the Scotsman speculating that a secret American aircraft has 
been operating around RAF Machrihanish. A copy of the background 
note supporting the draft answers to PQs 5983, 5979 and 6048 is 
attached* 



2. Mr Foulkes would appear to be trying to establish whether 
any secret supersonic aircraft have been operating from RAF 
Machrihanish, as alleged in the Scotsman article. However, his 
Question asks only about unidentified radar contacts since 
January and the Scotsman article refers to an alleged 
unidentified contact in November 1991, 

3. The draft Answer is self-explanatory. 
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BACKGROUND NOTF - PQs 5983F and 5979 F (=) 

1. These two questions from Martin Redmond MP and a third 
(due for answer later this week) from George Foulkes MP have 
probably been prompted by a recent article in the Scotsman 
speculating that "America's most secret aircraft has been 
operating in Scottish airspace" near RAF Machrihanish. The 
aircraft is alleged to be a "very high supersonic, possibly 
hypersonic" aircraft code-named "Aurora", and to be the "ultra- 
secret replacement" for the SR-71 Blackbird reconnaissance 
aircraft. Copies of the Scotsman article and a follow-up article 
in Jane's Defence Weekly are attached at Annex A. A copy of a 
minute sent to APS/Secretary of State in reply to a request for 
advice on the former article is attached at Annex B. 

2. The last SR-71 left the UK from RAF Mildenhall in January 
1990 - this is public knowledge - and HQ 3rd Air Force advise 
that there have been no further visits to the UK. HQ3AF and the 
US Embassy have also confirmed that no secret new US aircraft 
has operated in Scottish airspace. The draft answer to PQ 5979F 
demonstrates that no unusual aircraft (apart from an Antonov) 
landed at RAF Machrihanish in the past year. 

3. There may or may not be an Aurora project. There is no 
knowledge in MOD of a "black" programme of this nature, although 
it would not surprise the relevant desk officers in the Air Staff 
and DIS if it did exist. The simple answer to PQ 5983F (about 
what assistance the MOD has given to the US project) would 
therefore be "none" - but this pre-supposes the existence of the 
project. Nor would we be likely to be prepared to say publicly if 
any MOD assistance h£d_ been given to such a project. To answer 
instead that we have no knowledge of any such project is also 
arguably inappropriate, since in circumstances where we were 
aware we would probably not be prepared to say so. It is 
therefore suggested that the question is"" answered by saying that 
the existence of any such project (or operation) would be a 
matter for the US authorities - "would be" rather than "is" to 
avoid any implication that the project exists. 
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French firm's 
new missile 



SINGAPORE 



Aerospatiale was due to unveil 
its MM 15 ami -ship missile at 
the Asian Aerospace exhibition 
in Singapore which opened on 
25 February. 

The ship-launched missile has 
been developed in the last three 
months, according to officials 
from Aerospatiale's tactical 
missiles division (Engins 
Tactiques). 

The MM 15, derived from the 
AS 15 TT air-launched weapon 
system, is designed to meet the 
growing demand for con- 
ventional lightweight weapons 
to destroy small surface targets 
within the 8-15 km range. 

"Our new MM 15 missile 
will be offered as a direct 
competitor to the British 
Aerospace Dynamics ship- 
launched Sea Skua.*' a company 
official said. 

According to Aerospatiale, 
the MM 15 could fill the gap 
between the shorter range (8 km) 
light naval artillery and long 
range tactical anti-ship missiles 
such as Exocet (20 km), 

"In the 8-15 km gap, there is 
no effective conventional 
method of dealing with small 
targets which do not justify the 
use of Exocet." 

MM 15 has a maximum 
effective range of 15 km, a 
maximum speed of Mach 0.9 
and weighs 103 kg with a 30 kg 
warhead, says Aerospatiale. The 
light weight allows operation by 
small, fast surface vessels. 

The MM 15 has no homing 
head but is guided by a radar- 
beam command-guidance tech- 
nique via the Thomson-CSF 
AGRION 15 (X-band, pulse- 
compression) guidance radar 
installed on the platform. 

The radar is used with the 
AS 15 TT heliborne missile 
system in service with the 
French, Saudi Arabian and 
Bahraini navies. It tracks both 
target and missile and computes 
the error in range and bearing 
between them. 



Mystery contact 
may be Aurora 



Mounting evidence suggests 
that the US Government has ' 
secretly developed and deployed 
a hypersonic reconnaissance 
aircraft, probably as a replace- 
ment for the SR-7L 

A Royal Air Force air traffic 
controller tracked a target 
leaving the NATO-RAF base at 
Machrihanish, Scotland, at an 
estimated speed of Mach 3 last 
November, according to The 
Scotsman newspaper last week. 
Another witness heard an 
extremely loud jet noise near 
the base around the same time, 
it said. 

In the USA, highly supersonic 
aircraft believed to be operating 
frQHi Nevada have been detected 
and trucked by seismo logical 
sensors i as tailed by the US 
Geological Service (USGS ). The 
booms were first recorded in 
June last year. 

Machrihanish is one of the 
most remote bases in Europe, 
located near the lip of the 
Kin tyre peninsula in Western 
Scotland. Recent base modern- 
ization and a rumoured 
association with the F-II7 



RECONNAISSANCE 



BY BILL SWEETMAN 

MINNEAPOLIS 

Stealth Fighter lend credence to 
the new reports. 

Meanwhile, the California 
booms are the first substantial 
corroborated evidence of 
unidentified supersonic aircraft 
operating over the USA. 

On at least four occasions, 
son it* booms have registered on 
some of the 220 sensors across 
Southern California, from the 
Lo^, Angeles basin to the eastern 
edge of the Mojavc desert, 
according to Jim Mori, a USGS 
seismologist at the California 
Institute of Technology. The 
incidents were recorded in June. 
October. November and late 
January. The seismologists 
estimate that the targets were 
flying at speeds between Mach 
3 and Mach 4. 

So far. all the tracks have been 
headed north and east over the 
Los Angeles basin, pointing 
directly to southern Nevada. 
300 km awav. Most secret US 



fs this Aurora? Artist's impression of a Much 6 reconnaissance aircruft 
incorporating ejector ramjet engine fuelled by liquid methane or 
hydrogen. Stealth would be maintained through ceramic radar absorbent 
material able to withstand the fierce temperatures encountered at 
hypersonic speeds (Julian Cook) 



Air Force activities, including 
the large flight-test base at 
Groom Lake, are within the 
Nellis range in Nevada. Since 
the range is only 8 min from 
Los Angeles at such speeds, the 
targets were presumably 
decelerating as they crossed the 
coast. 

The USGS first noticed that 
its seismographs could detect 
sonic booms when they 
registered space shuttle landings 
at Edwards AFB. California. 

Mori says the wave-forms 
detected in the latest incidents 
are characteristic of a smaller 
vehicle than the 37 m long 
shuttle orbiter. Neither the 
shuttle nor the single SR-71B 
which NASA maintains in flight 
status were operating on the days 
the booms were detected. 

Reports that USAF is 
developing hypersonic aircraft 
in undisclosed 'black* pro- 
grammes date back to the mid- 
1980s. In early 1988, the New 
York Times reported that a 
Mach 6. stealthy reconnaissance 
aircraft called Aurora was being 
developed to replace the SR-71, 
which was retired in early 1990. 

More recently, witnesses in 
Nevada and California have 
reported hearing extremely loud 
or * pulsing 7 noises caused by 
unidentified aircraft. 
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LOOSE MINUTE 




D/Sec(AS)26/8 



19 February- 1992 

APS/Seoretarv of State 

Copy to: 
PSO/ACAS 
A/D Air Off 
Sec(NATO/UK)(C)2 

RAF MACHRIHANISH - SCOTSMAN ARTICI F 

1. You asked for advice on the article in yesterday's Scotsman 
which speculated that "America's most secret aircraft has been 
operating in Scottish airspace", near RAF Machrihanish. The 
aircraft is alleged to be a "very high supersonic, possibly 
hypersonic" aircraft code-named "Aurora" , and to be the "ultra- 
secret replacement" for the SR-71 Blackbird reconnaissance 
aircraft. 

2. The last SR-71 left the UK from RAF Mildenhall in January 
1990 - this is public knowledge - and HQ 3rd Air Force advise 
that there have been no further visits to the UK. 

3. There may or may not be an Aurora project. I can find no 
one on the Air Staff or at desk level in the DIS who knows for 
sure that such a project exists, but it would not surprise them if 
it did. However, until the Americans wish to trial or operate the 
new aircraft in UK airspace this is arguably a matter only for 
them. If you wish to pursue this aspect further, your best course 
may be to consult CDI's organisation. 

4. On the question of whether a secret new aircraft has 
operated in Scottish airspace, I am on firmer ground. HQ3AF and 
the US Embassy advise that this aspect of the Scotsman story is 
unfounded, and this is confirmed by the Air Staff. 

5. The press office have been advised not to comment on the 
Scotsman article (on the grounds that if any such aircraft did 
exist and had been operating in the UK we would refuse to 



S ECRET 

UNCLASSIFIED 



UNCU&Sj&FIED 



comment), HQ3AF advise that there has been no further press 
interest in the article at their end. 
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Protectively Marking Information * Protective Markings 



PART 5 - SECTION 1 : Protectively Marking 

Information 

CHAPTER 1: UK Protective Markings 
Protective Marking System 

1. The UK's Protective Marking System is recognised throughout Government departments 
and agencies. It is designed to protect sensitive assets. Once applied, protective markings show 
the value of an asset in terms of damage likely to result from its compromise, and decide its level 
of protection (see Protective Marking System^. 

Protective Markings 

2. Only the originator can apply a protective marking to an asset and this cannot be changed 
without the originator's (or his/her successor or current branch/unit now responsible for the asset 
if the originator is no longer in post) consent. 

Mandatory Control Measures 

The protective marking on any asset must be conspicuous so that its 
value is very clear. Such markings must be centred at the top and 
bottom of each page. They must be in larger or bolder print than the 
text. , 

4. 

The protective marking is given to an asset by the originator and it may 
not be changed without the originator's (see paragraph 2 above) 
authority. This applies equally to those assets originating from foreign 
Governments or organisations. 



0* t 



5. Protective Markings. There are four levels of protective marking that you can apply to 
sensitive assets, depending on the degree of sensitivity involved: 

TOP SECRET (Annex A) 

SECRET (Annex B) 

CONFIDENTIAL (A nnex C) ; and 

RESTRICTED (Annex D) 
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Protectively Marking information - Protective Markings 



What happens if too high a protective marking is applied? 

6. If too high a protective marking is applied, it may unnecessarily be limiting access to the 
asset, increasing the cost of the security controls needed for its protection and impairing the 
efficiency with which addressee organisations are able to conduct business. 

What happens if too low a protective marking is applied? 

7. If too low a protective marking is applied it may put the asset at risk of accidental or 
deliberate compromise, since proper security controls may not be in place to give adequate 
protection. 

Guidance in deciding on the right protective marking 

8. The chart at Annex E is designed to help make a decision on the right protective marking 
to apply to an asset. 

Downgrading information 

9. The regular assessment of holdings of protectively marked assets in any media is 
desirable in terms of security, cost and convenience. Any assessment should consider whether 
the current grading needs to be kept or whether it is possible to downgrade or destroy the 
material. Only the originator, or successor, may authorize downgrading but exceptionally, where 
the originator, or successor, cannot be traced, copy assets may be downgraded by the holders 
after consultation with other addressees. MOD F 171 (Annex F) may be used to ask for and 
receive authorised downgrading. 
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Protectively Marking Information - Protective Markings 



Annex A to Part 5, Section 1, Chapter 1 



Annex A: TOP SECRET Protective Marking 



TOP. SECRET" ' : 




fiSi^ ll$8^30tS^iB!$s or security of m 










ifinnnnn 




Baseline obj*c*lv»* 


■. ■: j- j; . ■ j" . ■ ■ iLfcu^tajjt it " C^*&tt&£ - Tl fm I'M' £(t*fc' " ^ - ' -,- z ~ " -■ '■ ' -■ ' ■ ■ ■ ■ 

W*f& : V^^^W^ \^^* W lfipf: : ... :=i=-_-.| : =l=--::-^::"f : ■: . . ' ^;^v ; . 




$ ^ect actual ^M&fin^ it ilkelv tft^M^s 
of .or^j^^ 








■ ^ qfijj^ & sensitive ^ 5 
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Annex B to Part 5, Section 1, Chapter 1 



Annex B: SECRET Protective Marking 





Asset Value - 
consequence of 
Compromise 


The compromise of assets marked SECRET would be likely to: 

* mi$e interriationai ter^ion 

* seriou&lv damaoe r£tf&tibns'iwith" 

* threaten life directly or seriously prejudice public order or individual 
security or liberty 

* cause serious damage to the opemtior^l efte^ 

UK or allied forces or the continuing effectiveness of WgWy valuable 
security or intelligence operations 

* cause substantial malarial damage to national finances or economic 
and commerciaiinterests 




The level of protection provided for assets marked SECRET should ensure; 


j imrvw^P protect ron 


* there ts no unauthorised access 

* actual or attempted compromise will be detected and those 
r^pon^ible wMi be identified 




For the storage and control of assets marked SECRET, do everything 
/possible to: . • : . "] 


Baseline objectives 


* maKe accioeniar oornprcfriise or oamage tijgniy uniiKeiy ounng 
storage/ harming, use, processing, transmission or transport 

* limit knowledge of planned movement of physical assets 

* offer a degree of resistance to deliberate compromise by a 
professional or violent attack 

* detect actual or attempted compromise and help identify those 
responsible 

* dispose or destroy in a manner to make retrieval or reconstruction 
highly unlikely and present identification of constituent parts 


Access 
requirements 


For access to assets marked SECRET the following level of 
clearance is required: 

* Security Check (SC) - In some cases a Basic Check {BQ may be 
suffk^. Forw 






Application . 
requirements 


The protective SECRET marking should only be applied to sensitive assets 
Which relale to the following areas of activity: 

* Interna^^ 

* DeJence 

* Public order and civil rights 

* Economic interests 
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Protectively Marking information - Protective Markings 



Annex C to Part 5, Section 1, Chapter 2 



Annex C: CONFIDENTIAL Protective Marking 















!!;;;;i!! : |i : i:!<jp€Hrrt<3j^^ . : ' ■" . ■ ■■' '.' ''=::'.?■.: "-. :-.^-! ! : 












casual or wilful urm^m^m^rm^^^^'iy Vo^.p:V. ; ;." 






■Slf jBiiiK; v: : : : : - r^'iS 


tj??; 1:!.= : ; ; :; : : - : ' , ;;:ii;i:i:;;p;^^H ';;.:I;!m : ;; : s '■■FBMi&F " \WSB£^^ - - 




lll^pj^prf^;:^ : " ; , , ^^^?V; : r ; ■:';'- v - : 'v ^^r^Jh-^'V:""^" I::! .^A; M^^""' ^ 

ISI#P^^ :: or d^if%viK-ii!^rtr^r : to .mak#|^*i^ or; ri^^&^on ' , ^ 








• Uaw 0rtrfbrO0fri0r%t 
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Annex D to Part 5, Section 1, Chapter 1 



Annex D: RESTRICTED Protective Marking 



RESTRICTED- 



Asset Value - 
consequ&nca of 
compromise 



* "'rm^m -mmmM distress to individuals : ■. -,- ; : ; "' ' ' : \ ; - -. - 
* : : ; m'^c# ; it more diffiait ? t0 maintain tfvd :ap^aUGnai : W^lven#$ ^ ■ 

i cause toaiic|a};I«s or of earning p^wtjaMb; or faciiftate 
improper gaih ^ ^^nt^sto, iridivlclu^is or GOit^aiM^; , i: : z 

* prejudice We investigation orfedi^ the commission of . ; v 

• : " breach ■■" proper y o : dartakingi ; . ", to - maintain : : 'mi" 1 confidence af 
Informattdri provided by third parts* • v y;, . : . . ..: 

Impede theiefl$ctiye de^ptfrfent or opemtion of gdv^merti: 
polfcfes " • : - - : : , : ; . • ;/ '"\\.\ ! =: : - - - - : I v]; : 

*\br^di. : ^toiy r^falctl^os on'toiftacfo^ of ir*r«dn: #%eept : 



|fead¥^ri'M0e : govemtr^nt irt oprririte^a! or }^M% nego^ohs wte 
others 



Trie level of protection provided for assets marked RESTRICTED should 



Baseline objectives 



m*K& : i^#ota! /comprotiili^ -or dania^a unlikely ■iuring Storage, 

: or i^portuhist Attack ■ ■ \Q . \ . 
■or destroy in a manner to make reconstruction unlikely 




requirements 



Other than 'need to know' principle, no specific clearance is required 

> In aon$ :ca8&a-.Cf C may. ; be needed. ^Jroalfon ssf - ■ : . ' : :: ; 

Refer to Part 6. 




intemaHonai rai^qns : 



Public order and dvil rights 

\h'' ' 



ssrvtce 
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Protectively Marking Information - Protective Markings 



Annex E to Part 5 t Section 1, Chapter 1 

Annex E: Deciding on a Protective Marking 



Asset Values * Con sequence of Compromise 
Would accidental or deliberate compromise be Kkely to: 



biM^Mik^tk®®^ grew i$$m®g» u wim mmmt mtima$: 

.U1UUI.UL. ^ ,.^,„..,„ ., - 



Marking 

TOP SECRET 

For a description of the 
*|gl|k level of protection, baseline 
^®F^ 1 objectives and access rights 
- refer to Annex A to 
Chapter 2. 



life* 



|||||||^ 

""'^ilF""" 



gaotirfoor lnteiilggnc& operations? 



Should only apply to: 
International Relations 
Defence 

Public Order & Civil 
Rights 



^^^^^^^^^ 



111111 



SKIS 

:i: ttrtaww-tft MM rfPlsftftih+fcgi^ rn ,g: |jj r t ; i M | i raiw r i t' i Y i j 



cattse substantial mafcjris* damage to national finances or economic and eommerctei 

ShtttSiate?. - • ■' \ 7..'.: : ' ; : . ; 1 ' 



SECRET 

For a description of the 
level of protection, baseline 
objectives and access rights 
- refer to Annex B to 
Chapter 2. 



Should only apply to: 
International Relations 



Defence 
Public Order 

Rights 
Economic Interests 



& Civil I 



[fgjggjgg^^ or feiletitgeno^ operaBora? 



CONFIDENTIAL 

For a description of the 
level of protection, baseline 
objectives and access rights 
- refer to Annex C to 
Chapter 2. 



Continued on next page 



Should only apply to: 
International Relations 
Defence 

Public Order & Civil 
Rights 

Economic Interests 
Law Enforcement 
Policy & Operations 
of Public Service 
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Asset Values - Consequence of Compromise 

Continued from the previous page 



r 



disadvantage gav ernrr^ ^ wtfr others? 



Marking 





RESTRICTED 

For a description of the 
level of protection, baseline 
objectives and access rights 
- refer to Annex D to 
Chapter 2. 




Should only apply to: 
International Relations 
Defence 

Public Order & Civil 
Rights 
Economic Interests 
Law Enforcement 
Policy & Operations of 
Public Service 



ureter*^ of the puNte sector and its opsmijk^? 



Where considered necessary < 
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Protectively Marking Information - Protective Markings 



Annex F to Part 5, Section 1, Chapter 1 

Annex F: Example of MOD Form 171 

MOD Form 171 

Part 1 - Request for Downgrading of Protectively Marked Documents 




It is requested that authority be given for the downgrading of the documents listed overleaf If 
downgrading is agreed, please state new protective marking in column (e); otherwise insert "No 
change". 



Date,,, Signature. 
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Part 2 - Authority to Downgrade Protectively Marked Documents 




Please note that the documents listed below should now be graded as shown in column (e) 



(a) 



(b) 



(c) 



(d) 



(e) 



Reference No, 


Description (i.e. File, 
letter, report etc.) 


Date 


Present protective 
marking 


Revised 
protective 
marking 

































Date Signature- 



Grade., 
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Dr David Clarke 




Section 40 



Directorate of Air Staff- FOIA 

Ministry of Defence 

5* Floor, Zone H 

Main Building 

Whitehall 

London SW1A 2HB 



19 January 2005 



Dear 



Section 40 



Thank you for your letter dated 20 December 2004 and for the enclosed annexe listing 
"UFO related files identified as preserved in/for the TNA." This list, in addition to your 
replies to my questions, were most helpful and have cleared up the outstanding queries 
outlined in my letter of 23 November. 



Using the annexe I have now extracted a list of 34 files that are relevant to my research 
project, dating from 1 976-1 984, that fell under the category 'To Be Allocated TNA 
references/' Some of these files appear to be already with TNA, while others appear tol 
be in the process of transfer from MoD to TNA. Could you confirm how many of these | 
files are now at Kew and supply an approximate date for delivery of the remainder? 



Returning to your letter I note your advice concerning my stated intention to make a 
request for UFO policy files under the FOIA 2000, now in place. Given the upper limit 
allowed for the amount of work a Department can expend on an individual request, I have 
carefully considered what information I require in order to Ml within that limit (which I 
understand is £600). 

Therefore, under the Freedom of Information Act I wish to Apply for copies of the 
following information: 

L A copy of the entire file D/Sec(AS)12/l Pt A - UFO PoHcy 1985- hi your letter 
of 23 December 2003 (under the former Code) you estimated £1 80 for processing 
this file, 



2. Copies of material from files D/Sec(AS)64/l Pte A (UFOs - Policy 1995-97) 
and B (UFOs - Policy Jan-Sept 1997) as follows: I believe these two files 
contain additional documents that relate to the correspondence you provided in 



December 2004 that had been extracted from file D/DPR(RAF)326 Pt A, 
Specifically I wish to request copies of the following: 

D/Sec(AS)/64A dated 14 March 1997 ^ 
D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 January 1997 ^ 
D/D1ST/11/10 dated 3 February 1997 
DySec(AS^/64/l dated 2 April 1997 
B/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 22 April 1997 

1 also request copies of any additional correspondence that follow in this 

sequence, specifically relating to the outcome ofDISTs stated intention p (< 

(EtfDI(ST)/l 1/10 of 28 May 1 997) to produce a <Niaia4>ase" of UFO material. 

3. Copies of any correspondence, material or infonnation relating to DISTs ^ ^ 
decision, in October 2000, to no longer receive UFO material copied from the v 1 
Directorate of Air Staff. Referring to your list, I would presume this material can 
be found in files D/Sec(AS)64/l Pt* D and E (UFO Policy 1998-2002> 

I hope these very specific requests can be met under the FOIA If I can provide any 
additional information that could assist in the processing of this application, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

One final question, unrelated to my FOIA request, relates to the infonnation you 
L( ) provided m 28 July 2003 (your ref: D/DAS/64/3/1 1 ) in response to my request for 
information regarding UFO reports received by MoD from West Wales during 1 977, 

Your letter included a copy of a letter dated 24 May 1 977 from Mr Nicholas Edwards MP 

to Minister of Defence Dr John Gilbert (your iefAP/JW 216/77) with attached draft t*A^ 1^*m 

response and reply from James Wellbeloved MP dated 1 6 June 1 977. „ j . ( A 

I have been unable to locate the original documents noted above among the 75 ^ ^ 



— „ — - « — v . ^ ~™^,* Cf _ D (i t 

correspondence files from 1 977 that were opened at TNA on 1 January, during my visit U *t) s / aAl&**i 

to Kew last week. Could you supply the title and reference of the file from which these C&+e^ 

documents were sourced? 1 presume the file in question is among those listed as "To Be [^ffflBffWJH 

Allocated TNA references" in the list ! have attached, either D/DS8/2& C (UFO reports sSsBB^^H 
and correspondence Oct-Dec 1977) or D/DS8/75/2/1B (Ditto). I would appreciate any 

assistance you can provide to locate the correct file, shx£>, o l 

Yours sincerely. 
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MoP UFO records - To Be Allocated TNA refe 

TNA date title former reference 

AIR 20 Sept 1978-Jan 1 979 Unidentified Flying Objects 



DEFE 13 



1976 



1976 



DEFE 24/1291 Sep-Oct 1 978 

2i||iao£- 1977 



197S 

1979 

1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1979 
1980 
1980 
1981 

1981 



HdS4(Air)/BF82 

Sir John Langford-Holt MO Mr J Hennessy - UFO 
enquiry AF/BJ84/76 

Dr Coleman JP Mr R J Whitrow - UFO enquiry 

AF/BY76/76 

Reports & correspondence D/DS8/75/2/3G v^'TZ^' 'S^l 
(due for release 2009) 

UFO Reports & correspondence,, Oct-Dec 1 977 V Of**- 1 ^ 

D/DS8/2/3C 



Ditto 



D/DS8/75/2/IB */cye*T*>A- 



UFO Parliamentary C orresponden ce 

D/DS8/2/3PtA 

UFO reports and correspondence 

D/DS8/75/2/1 PtF 



UFO reports 

UFO reports 

UFO reports 

TV discussion on UFOs 

Satellite debris 

UFO reports 

UFO reports 



D/DS8/75/2/4PtA 

D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt B 

D/DS8/75/2/4PtD 

D/DS8/75/6RA 

D/DS8/75/7RA 

D/DS8/75/2/5PtA 

D/DS8/75/2/5RB 



General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/1 0/209 Pt A 

General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/1 0/209 PtB 



C 



1982 



General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/1 0/209 PIC 



1982 



General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/10/209F1D 



1983 



General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/10/209RE 



1983 



Genera] briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/1 0/209/1 Ft A 



1984 



General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/10/209/1 PtB 



1984 



General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/10/209PtF 



1984 



-DEFE 31/163 1979 
/'DEFE 31/164 1979 
^DEFE 31/165 1979 
^DEFE 31/166 1979 
y DEFE 31/167 1 979 
(due for release 2010) 

DEFE 71/125 1977 



DEFE 71 



1976 
1976 

1976 



General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 

D/DS8/1 0/209 PtG 



UFOs: incidents 
UFOs: incidents 
UFOs: incidents 
UFOs: incidents 
UFOs: incidents 



DB5/108/15/lPt2] 
DI55/108/15/1P122 
DI55/1 08/15/1 Pt23 
DI55/1 08/15/1 Pt24 
D155/108/15/lPt25 / e>~ 



Ministerial correspondence on UFO sightings on 
Humberside in May 1977 

USofSLAF 
AF/JW234/77 
(due for release 2008 - not yet transferred to TNA) 



MHeseltine 



AF/JW221/76 



Nigel Lawson MP Mr Aleyne Body - UFO / . 

AF/JW260/76 Y L 

R Hattersley Esq Mr R Park - UFO \ 1 ' f o i 

AF/JW270/76 i ° ' 



1977 



John Ellis -UFOs 



MR/122505 
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From: 

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 
5 th Floor, ZoneH, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A2HB 



W 



Telephone 



e-mail 



(Direct dial) 
(Switchboard) 
(Fax) _ 
das-ufo-off ice @ mod 3c 



020 7218 2140 



Dr David Clarke 
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Your Reference 

Our Reference 

D/DAS/64/3/11 

Date 

20th December 2004 



Dear Dr Clarke 

Thank you for your letter of 23 November. 

With regard to your questions I will cover these in the same order as your letter. 

QA(1 ) Pg 1 : DAS is an integrated Service and civilian team and our role is to support the Chief 
and Assistant Chief of the Air Staff and Ministers in all central policy, political and parliamentary 
aspects of non-operational activity both at home and overseas and on issues which relate to 
US Visiting Forces. There are a total of 53 personnel in DAS- BBSffiBKil Mis the Assistant 
Director of the Secretariat and Lower Airspace section of the Directorate and has been in this post 
since January 2004. He has 12 personnel working in his areas of responsibility. The Secretariat 
processes Parliamentary, Public and Media business affecting the Air Staff. The Lower Airspace 
section is responsible for the policy and regulation of the UK Low Flying System, handling of 
complaints from members of the public and parliamentary business about low flying military 
aircraft. UFOs sit within the Secretariat area of DAS. 

QB(6) Pg5: The MOD continues to pursue the possible release of the paragraphs of the Flying 
Saucer Working Party Report Number 7 which was withheld under Section 3(4) of the Public 
Records Act. However, to date there has been no progress. If the release of this information is 
secured in the near future we will inform you. 

QD(2) Pg7: The Defence Geogaphic and Imagery Intelligence Agency were asked to look at 
a colour slide from which^S^KSIp h °tograph had been taken. They commented that there was 
a lack of background knowledge concerning certain factors regarding the conditions under which 
the photograph was taken to permit a totally informed opinion. There was also insufficient 
evidence *bout the known distance from the camera to the object or the known scalar (distance) 
on the object to determine the size of the object. However, a scan was produced to enable 
investigation under greater magnification the structure of the anomaly. From this it was noted that 
there appeared to be little or no image movement across the frame, indicating a relatively fast 
exposure or the use of a tripod. There was no indication of specular reflection, nor of lens flare 
and the illuminated plane of the object passes through the very centre of the frame. The imagery 
experts concluded that no definitive conclusions could be gathered from the evidence submitted, 
however, as the illuminated plane of the object passes through the centre of the frame, this could 
indicate a possible lens anomaly, such as a droplet of moisture. 



QD(5) Pg8: There is no evidence to suggest that crop circles are caused by anything of military 
^concern and the MOD does not therefore investigate reported sightings or carry out any research 
Rnto them. Members of the public do sometimes associate crop circles with UFOs and write to 
DAS about them. No separate record is kept of these and they are filed in the order in which they 
are received with our normal UFO reports and correspondence. To my knowledge we hold no 
files either created during Nick Pope's time in this post, or since, which are specifically about 
crop circles. 

You also requested clarification of a number of discrepancies in the lists of UFO related files 
awaiting transfer to TNA which we have provided. I consulted our records Department and can 
now clarify these points for you. 

Annex A. Pagel 

a) As requested, attached at Annex A to this letter is a list of files due to be released between 
2006 and 2009, Please note the comments contained in the footnotes. 

b) The preparation of files for transfer to TNA can take a considerable period of time. 
Following selection at review, there is cleaning (repairing the file from the ravage of time to TNA 
standards), draft cataloguing, clearing by TNA staff and then the decision by TNA to accept and 
collect the file, 

c) There are two files (hence the two DEFE references given) both of which appear to have the 
former reference D/DS8/75/2/3D. This might have been an error in numbering when the files 
were originally created. One of these is already at TNA and the other will be transferred in the 
near future. 

Annex A, Page 2 

a) Yes we can confirm that these are the same files. 

b) These files have been re-catalogued as DEFE 3 1/1 63 to 167. All five are at TNA. 

You may wish to be aware that sometimes piece numbers are changed during preparation for 
TNA. This may lead to discrepancies between numbers given in lists requested during the 
preparation period and those which finally appear in TNA catalogue. For the correct number by 
which documents can be requested at the TNA you should consult TNA catalogue. 

Annex A. Page 3 

Four of the five files have now been located and are awaiting assignment to DEFE 71 (subject to 
TNA agreement). 

With regard to your comments about the documents supplied from D/DPR(RAF)326 and 
a future request for UFO Policy files (D/Sec(AS)64/l Parts A-E) in accordance with the Freedom 
of Information Act 2000, you may wish to be aware that the charging regulations under the FOIA 
have been laid before Parliament, but have yet to be ratified. They are however, likely to be 
significantly different to the arrangements under the Code of Practice on Access to Government 
Information. When you make this request we will, of course, inform you of any fees that would 
apply under the FOIA before proceeding with your request. In the meantime I can tell you that it 
is proposed to have an upper limit to the amount of work a Department can expend on an 
individual request (even if the applicant is willing to pay the costs). In the next few weeks you 
may, therefore, wish to give some thought as to what specific information you are seeking from 
these files as the costs of supplying whole files is likely to be greater than if particular information 
or documents are extracted and could result in your request exceeding the upper limit. 



^Finally, you asked about the release of enclosures 95 and 96 from D/AIR DEF/1 1 1/6/4 Part F. 

^PWe continue to pursue this with the US authorities who have assured us that we can expect an 
official decision by the 25 February 2005 at the latest. I apologise for the length of time it is 
taking to consider the release of these documents and appreciate your patients regarding this 
matter. 

I hope this is helpful and wish you a very happy Christmas. 



Yours sincerely, 



Dr David Clarke 
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Directorate of Air Staff - FOIA 

Ministry of Defence 

5* Floor, Zone H 

Main Building 

Whitehall 

London SW1A 2HB 

23 November 2004 



Dear 
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Many thanks for your letter of 13 October and for the material you enclosed. The 
additional background information supplements the verbal answers to the questions BkmI 
Hand I provided in advance of our meeting on 1 October. Together they 
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provide a comprehensive account of the meeting and as such are useful for research 
purposes. 

In return I enclose a copy of die notes I prepared afterwards, for your information. I 
would be grateful if you could check these and inform me of any errors that may have 
arisen from my shorthand notes of what was said. 

As you will see there are a small number of items marked with an asterisk which 1 felt 
required further clarification, I have itemized these below: 

QA (1) pg 1 : Number of staff employed in DAS, My notes refer to two sections. Could 
you explain the responsibilities and staffing of these? 

QB (6) pg 5: Paragraphs from pg 2 of the Flying Saucer Working Party report of 1 951 
(DEFE 44/1 19) withheld under Section 3(4) of Public Records Act Has any progress 
been made o n the release of this? 

QD (2) pg 7: ^!SffSBEil bhotograph. What conclusion has MoD reached concerning the 
nature of the image following the extensive analysis you have carried out? 
QD (5) pg 8: You mentioned during our meeting that the numbers of UFO reports 
increased following the release of the crop circle film £ Signs.* This raises the question of 
MoD interest in crop circles. Is DAS responsible for answering questions on this subject? 
I understand that Nick Pope opened a file on this topic whilst in post at Sec(AS)2a circa 
1991-2. Could you supply the reference and title of this file and any others referring to 
crop circles held in MoD archives? 



Secondly, I refer to my email of 7 October where I mentioned a number of discrepancies 
in the list of UFO related files awaiting transfer to TNA (Annex A, provided on 1 
October). Having scrutinised this document I have noticed that it contains a number of 
UFO-related files that do not appear on the list you supplied on 28 July 2003 (your ref 
D/DAS/64/3/1 1). Specifically I note the following : 

Annex A. Pgl 

a) referring to the table at the top of the page. Is it possible to supply a list of the files due 
to be released in 2006 (13), 2007 (13), 2008 (11) and 2009 (6), 

b) File refe AF/BJ84/76 (Sir John Langford-Holt) and AF/BY76/76 (Dr Coleman) are 
dated 1976 and yet do not appear on the TNA catalogue. Is there a reason why they 
remain 'in transit* given their dates ? 

c) The file listed as DEFE 24/1291 (former Ref D/DS8/75/2/3D) appears on your original 
list (28 July 2003) and on the TNA catalogue as DEFE 24/1208. Which piece number is 
the correct one ? 

Annexe A. Pg2 

a) The seven files beginning with D/DS8/75/2/3C (1977) listed as TBA and 'not yet 
transferred' appear to have been transferred to TNA, possibly since this annex was 
compiled. I have identified them on the TNA catalogue as DEFE 24/1205-7 and DEFE 
24/1209-1212. Could you confirm these are the same files? 1 intend to apply to TNA for 
access to these and DEFE 24/1291 (or DEFE 24/1208 ?) under the FOIA in January. 

b) Five 'Defence Intelligence* files (DEFE 31/177-181) appear to form part of the DI 55 
archive but these five do not appear on the list you supplied on 28 July, 2003. 1 
understood all these files (except for one, the 1993 Cosford incident) were contaminated 
by asbestos. On Annex A they are shown as "not yet transferred to TNA**. Could you 
confirm these files are not among those listed as contaminated ? Does this mean they are 
accessible under FOIA ? 

Annexe A, Pg 3 

'Missing files'. Please could you notify me as and when any of these missing files are 
located and allocated TNA references. 

Thankyou for enclosing the copies of the documents from D/DPR(RAF)326 Part A which 
were outstanding from my earlier request. These are probably some of the most 
interesting and informative documents I have seen during my research into this subject. 
They contain references to a number of other 'policy' documents that presumably form 
part of the Sec(AS) c UFO Policy files* for 1995*2000 (D/Sec( AS)64/1 Pts A-E). In your 
letter of 23 December 2003 you provided a quote for copying these five files under the 
Code of Practice for Access to Government Information. I intend to apply for them using 
the FOIA procedure in the new year. 

Finally, I note that you are continuing to pursue the release of enclosures 95 and 96 from 
D/AIR DEF/1 1 1 /6/4 Part F (part of my earlier request) and I look forward to receiving 
these in due course. 




Iil the meantime I wish to thank you and EBSffifiEM for your help and assistance during 
the course of the year, and wish you both a happy Christmas holiday. 

Yours sincerely, 
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Minutes of meeting at MoD Main Building. 1 October 2004 
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| Assistant Director (Secretariat & Lower Airspace), Directorate of Air 

Executive Officer, DAS. 

DC: Dr David Clarice 
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Replies marked with * asterisk denote areas requiring clarification 
A) MOD policy and * Unidentified Flying Objects* 

1* Which documents/briefings form the basis for current policy? What is the earliest 
dated document currently used as the basis for policy? 

-Much general discussion on policy & staffing. 

^Policy has evolved over the years. Earliest policy held at Main Building dates from 1995, 
based on a document dated 1985 held in the archives. Everything prior to 95 sent to 
archives. 

EHSB flaid she has material dating back only to 95 on file at her workplace. 
^There have been periodical reviews of policy - usually as a result of specific incidents, 
media & parliamentary interest Each new incident/PQ etc has added to existing policy 
which has evolved. 

v Ultimately original policy could have been based on conclusions of 1951 Working Party 
report (?), although DC believes more likely it can be traced to the 1 955 Air Ministry 
report referred to by Patrick Wall MP (see Question B8). 
^ Current policy is also determined to some extent by the attitude taken by individuals in 
post at any give n time. Each postholder different: some more interested in the subject 
than others ^^ ^as aware that job involved UFO duties when she applied for it 
No fixed term in role, desk staff move on to further their career when appropriate for the 
id jyidual Typically 2-4 years, 

^ oh^w nked at MoD 22 years and has been in current post since March' this year 
(20 04). DA S has Qm staff in two sections? ~5^^y 
SSBfl ftT^rf her job now divided between UFO duties and FOIA. She has an administrative 
assistant to help deal with workload. 

Of UFO duties this involved approximately less than 50 percent of her time. Typically 
duties were: 

a) dealing with incoming reports (number has decreased), see answer to Question D5. 

b) Parliamentary questions (none in recent years?) : 

c) answering UFO correspondence and providing information for members of the 
public/me dia. 

HSn ^io^a bout th e numbers and identities of "frequent correspondents' on the subject of 
UFOs^SB-iidlBese were very few, possibly less than 10 individuals. The main 
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correspondents in recent years were DC and sra^WiE*] J- they were the only ones who 
were persistent over a long period. Others (especially overseas inquirers) came and went. 
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2. Outline of working relationship of the departments/branches responsible for 
dealing with UFO matters the process whereby MOD receives and investigates 
reports. 

( DAS can call upon other branches for technical assistance as and when required. 

X What factors lay behind DIST decision of October 2000 that they are not 
interested in receiving reports? 



55T Thet historically there had been little reason for DIST to be routinely involved. They 
decided in 2000 that after 50 years nothing of interest had been found in UFO reports and 
subject was a waste of their time. 

DC said that TNA documents from 1967 show that DEST took the same line at that time: 
i.e. that nothing of intelligence value had been found in UFO reports, and the subject was 
of low priority. Why then did they continue receiving reports until 2000? 

appt& red unaware this was the case, but not surprised. 
It was added that if any case arose that was considered of interest, of course DIST would 
look at it. 
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4. How far are current DAS personnel aware of the past involvement of the Ministry 
in UFO matters*.** 

Minimal historical awareness based mainly on what previous post-holder had provided. 
See answer to Question A 1 with reference to policy, 

5. Would it be possible to contact previous incumbents of S4(Air), DSS etc for 
interviews as part of this study? 



^ y This was not possible direct ly via MoD T Pos sibi lity of fo rwarding letters via Civil Service 
pension managers raised by EBB I:»ri l5f55 i rirl Sra* Ll pp eared unaware this was possible. 
DC said he had used RAF personnel agency to contact former service personnel who had 
served on UFO desk at Whitehall in £ 50s and '60s. Letters are forwarded to them by 
PMA and decision on reply left to the recipient. DC said vast majority (90%) had been 
happy to write back and describe what they remembered about the job, 

6. Reasons why MOD are reluctant to take part in public discussion of UFO matters 
or to provide a "spokesperson" for media? 

y Previous experience of being misrepresented by UFOlogy and the media. Whatever MoD 
say it will not convince those who are determined to believe in a conspiracy. * People will 
continue to believe what they want to believe. 7 

Publicity seen as counter-productive: results in an overload of additional inquiries and 
adds to workload. Media interest generatesmore reports. 



*Civil servants have their own opinion - braAi ^ji d4£§ had his own opinion on the subject 
of UFOs, but did not elaborate. 
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^However, civil servants responsible to ministers and have to follow agreed MoD line; 
care needed not to cause difficulties for ministers, i.e. by giving on the record interviews 
that could be misrepresented. 

Individual RAF stations can handle specific UFO queries via station Press Officers. 
DC pointed out that in 1972 Air Commodore Tony Davis > then head of S4 (Air) MoD 
had app eared on a live BBC T V programme ('Man Alive*) to discuss UFO policy; again 
in 1979. 553ffifiEi] l I then Assistant Secretary in 'the Air Force Department of 
the MoD* (S4 Air) appeared on an I TV programme, DC made the point that on both 
occasions the MoD position was presented clearly and did not appear to have been 
misrepresented. DC asked if there had been a change of policy since 1979? 
ppsdffl d unaware of these examples. 




staff had received media training and BEH ^iri flQlhad but that policy was that 



cers dealt with inquiries as opposed to DAS staff (?) 



7* MOD Publication Scheme and UFOs: what factors ted Ministry to accept there 
was a "public interest* in the subject and how they intend to address this. 

l/MoD has limited interest in UFOs. Defence significance only, DC queri ed if ^de fence 
significance' was restricted to identification of intruder aircraft, and^^:oufciTjed this 
was the case. Once satisfied a sighting is not a defence threat = end of interest. 

/Public interest self evident in terms of numbers of inquiries received over the years, 
particularly about Rendleshatn file. 

? *P^ic jntea^est* led to Freedom of Information legtsktioiL All ministries asked by 
Government to look at what information could be made available from 2005. UFOs 
identified as one category of material that could be released, hence creation of UFO 
category in Publication Scheme. 

8. What is the MOD's view of former incumbents of the 'UFO De$k T giving media 
interviews*.**. 



DC asked what view MoD took of Pope expressing opinions publicly that contradicted 
the MoD* s policy on UFOs - particularly given the fact that he is often portrayed in the 
context of an official " MoD spokesman." 

Hro^§jd tbat Pope cannot be held responsible for how the media present him. He is 
entitled to his opinions, so long as they don't interfere with his cuirent role. 



9. Nick Pope frequently refers to his time at the UFO Desk as bang part of 'The 
Project** Was this term ever used for MOD UFO investigations, formally or 
informally? 

J Current staff have never heard of it referred to as 'the project. * 

10. Does the role that Nick Pope occupied still exist? Is there an unclassified role 
description of that post available? 
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Yes but no job description available. None of the posts have a specific written job 
desc ription (?) that could be made available, 

saidffljiat post duties evolve and hers included mainly UFO and FOIA duties - 
therefore job specification had changed since 1994 when Pope left the post. 
For instance, inquiries relating to low flying aircraft - now has a dedicated section 
dealing with that issue. 

1L Why in 1995 did Sec(AS)2a |S3OTEM inform a ********* « f P ubBc that 
RAF Rudloe Manor/P&SS/Flying Complaints Flight acted as "a co-ordination 
point" for UFO reports received by the RAF prior to 1992? Why had this matter 
been previously denied by previous incumbents of Sec(AS)2a? 
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|statement was correct Prior to 1992 UFO reports made by RAF 

personnel and/or reports from public made directly to local RAF stations went first to 
Rudloe Manor which acted as a collection point. But no action was taken to investigate 
them at Rudloe - they were simply forwarded to MoD in London for action. 
Rudloe is HQ for Provost & Security Service, RAF Police. This fact has led to perception 
that they must have been involved in some form of secret UFO investigation or study. 
This is not correct 
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ioggi* ted that MoD had misled MP [Martin Redmond] in a PQ on the role of 



Rudloe?? BBSBclgfe ^d Redmond was told Rudloe and PS&S had never had a role in 
UFO matter J BaW4fifrs as a case of a misunderstanding, a "cock up rather than cover- 
up. 

B. FOIA and archive materia l : 

1. The future of Defence Intelligence files subject to asbestos contamination - what 
other subject areas are affected? 



x/ No decision made s o far on futur e of files, but MoD recognises they are important 
historical documents 53^^(3| omt that cost of preserving them would be worthwhile 
given the funds spent on dispelling the notion of a 'cover-up* if they were destroyed. 
Files are now bagged up at Feltham and awaiting decision. 
Project team has been set up to consider the next step - no date set for this. 
The contaminated files include: a) defence intelligence section b) air historical branch 
records and c) departmental records officer MoD. 

2. Future preservation of UFO files and destruction of files - possibility of storage in 
electronic formats 

1 This was something they would look at in future? 

3* How applications for access to UFO files held by MoD and MoD archives will 
proceed after January 2005 under FOIA 
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MoD only responsible for operational files, i.e, those held in Main Building. Files which 
have entered the archival process are responsibility of Records Management and TNA , 
i When files reach Kew they are responsibility of TNA who decide when they should be 
1 ''opened' to public. 

4. Status and titles of files currently in process of transfer from MOD to TNA - 
possible dates of transfer etc 

A number of files currently in transit between MOD Archives and TNA pni avftC^ d 
| DC with a list of those currently due for transfer to TNAjSfgfjj ^Ue4(|>r electronic copy of 
this. 

5* Issue of payment for processing of files subsequently made available via MOD 
Publication Scheme* 

/ Policy on level of charges under FOIA not yet finalised-^^^iid j *M because we had 
* / ordered specific files did not mean these would then be placed on Publication Scheme. 
Therefore, if we wanted files in advance they would have to be paid for under charging 
scale. MoD decided which files placed on scheme. 

6* Status of air intelligence and scientific intelligence files currently with-held under 
Section 3(4) of Public Record Act in context of FOIA. 

The question related to the 250-300 files or extracts from files covering TNA classes AIR 
40 (Air Intelligence), DEFE 19 and DEFE 44 (Scientific Intelligence) currently with-held 
for more than 30 years. 

Will these continue to be with-held? When will they next be reviewed? Is it possible to 
apply for access to them (or to redacted versions of them) under FOIA? 
*In case of missing section from Flying Saucer Working Party report - this was almost 
resolved. Permission required from foreign (?) Government. 

7. Possible location of pre- 1962 UFO records: the issue of "missing files* that are 
actually misplaced within other files with titles that do not reflect their UFO 
content 

/ Much discussion around Working Party report and possible survival of other 1950s 
material. It was acknowledged that other materia ^ould h ave been mis-filed in records 
whose titles did not reflect their UFO content^^j* id urjder the law all with-held files 
have to be reviewed at set intervals & reviewers would be on the look-out for UFO 
material. 

8* Missing Records: The possible file location of the 1955 report on "Flying Saucers" 
by DDI (Tech) to ACAS (I) referred to in Parliamentary papers of Major Sir 
Patrick WaD held at Hull University? [copy attached, Attachment A]. 



Much the same answer as (B7) above. DC made the point that the Patrick Wall MP 
Parliamentary Question was only example found during research that suggested the MoD 
(then Air Ministry) had been misleading in their reply, to the effect that there had been no 
study of th e flying saucer problem, when there had been (Working Party report), 
15B KaMd4filts was more likely to have been the result of a misunderstanding, or one part of 



the Government not being aware of the work done by another. 

DC said he wasin terested in 1955 report because he believed it was the basis of MoD's 

current policy [515!?^: id if so he expected to have seen a copy around the office! 



C. Radar systems and detections of 4 UF0s* 



1* Is it not a matter for concern that radar systems are contrived to ignore returns 
outside the parameters of known aircraft technology? 



It was su ggested this w as a technical matter for staff responsible for radar/air defence. 
J However JBe^fiO^ed that attention was heightened following 9/1 1 , 



bftftestioned ability of air defence radar to detect balloons that could be used by 



terrorists or enemy nations - ie in the Japanese balloon bombs launched against USA in 
1944-45. This point was made in the context of radar displays which operate on software 
de signed to look for returns that behave like aircraft. 

jMisaidtijp was confident that UK air defence system was capable of detecting any 



intruders including balloons. 



2. Does MOD maintain separate records of unidentified radar incidents and which 
department performs analysis of these? 

No separate records kept. Radar tapes retained by 30 days in case they are needed for 
investigation (i.e. in aircraft nearmissX then wiped clean., Wmjzc c( . 

3. Given ambiguous nature of unidentified radar incidents from 1950s why were 
detailed records from this period destroyed? 

EBSIk m^ &iat radar systems much more sophisticated now than in 50s. Agreed with DC 
\f that some early 50s radar UFOs may have been result of problems in development of 
radar now ironed out 



4. How many such incidents on record in recent years & what action taken? 

\J DAS not necessarily informed, up to local commander to decide if a report should go to 
MoD? 
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D. UFO incidents: 



1. Rendlesham Forest incident: a) what specific factors led to release of the file; b) to 
whom was it first released; c) when will the original file be available for scrutiny at 
TNA? 



a) Great interest in Rendlesham incident - but since release into Publication Scheme the 

numto of inq uiries about it have fallen off; 
/ b) ^S c " tfftflfed that case file was first released to DC in 2001 following his request 

under Code of Practice. 
7 c) Not decided - move to TNA seen as too early at this stage. Has to be reviewed? 

2. Photographic cases: what (if any) criteria do they apply to decide whether or not 
they should examine a photo? 

No fixed cri teria, very unusual that they take an interest. 

ffftEill photograph ; they took an interest due to "great deal of trouble'* on the part of 
jpSEwho had persuaded various experts at Kodak etc to look at his negatives etc. 
Jj]s;iid MoD thought it would do no harm to have their image analysts look at the 
photos. They had not reached any definite conclusion as to what the image showed (?) 
% However, wary that anything they said or did could be construed wrongly. 

3. Reports by Civil Aviation pilots: how many in recent years and what procedures 
are followed to investigate these. 

CAA sightings all channelled directly to MoD for scrutiny. Question of how many 
received in recent years not known (separate records not kept). 

4 Reports by Air Force & other personnel: how many in recent years? 

_^-No separate figures. Received and dealt with in same manner as reports from members of 
the public. 

5, Total numbers and most likely explanation for UFO reports received within last 
three years* 



-Numbers of reports have diminished in recent years. 

v^Most inquiries vague and refer to sightings in the past Specific figures quoted: 2001 

(203), 2002 (100), 2003 (99) and up to date in October 2004 (68). 
vMost reports are just 'lights in the sky' too vague for them to investigate or reach a 

conclusion. They do not have the resources to identify these. They do not provide an 

identification service. 

7 Amou nt of time sp ent on investigating UFO reports: difficult to say but possibly around3 
boats ' EBS rtTOttfll figure from 1979 House of Lords debate. 
/MoD do not visit witnesses and do not appear to be aware that witnesses have been 
visited and interviewed in the past (circa 1967-68). 
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fRise and fell in the numbers of reports seems to be related to media interest newspaper 
stories and films such as * Signs* which generated a number of questions to MoD about 
crop circle phenomenon. 



D.Clarke 

9 October 2004 

revised 22 November 2004 
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WgCdr 
14 December 2004 13:09 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: US Enclosures 
Importance: High 
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til , va 




i mod.uk) 



have heard back from the US Air Attache, Colone 
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and he has asked for an extension to the 



deadline due to the Christmas Grant and New Year holiday. He has informed me that we will have an official 
decision from the US authorities by 25 Feb 05 at the latest. 

Hope Dr Clarke will allow us this dispensation and I do feel confident that we will have an answer from the 
Embassy by end-Feb. 



Section 



SOI Airspace Integrity 
DCT&UKOps 





'Internet account: 









@mod.uk 



16/1 2/2004 



« ufodata r 

Loose Minute 
DC-lnfo4 

1 5 December 2004 
DAS WSSt ESI 

DAVID CLARKE ENQUIRY - 23 NOVEMBER 2004: Records issues 

1 . You left me a copy of Dr Clarke's letter dated 23 November 2004 as he had raised number of 
records issues that required clarification. 



2. My comments: 





Query 


Response 


QB(6)pg5 


Paragraphs from pg 2 of the 
Flying Sauce Working Party report 
of 1951 (DEFE 44/1 19) withheld 
under S3(4) of PRA. Has any 
progress been made on the 
release of this? 


No progress. 

Not for Dr Clarke - we plan to hasten 
the US authorities for a reply. 


Annex A 
Pgl 


a) Is possible to supply a list of 
the files due for release in 
2006(13), 2007(13), 2008(11) 
and 2009 (6). 

b) File refs AF/&J84/76 (Sir John 
Langford-Holt) and AF/BY76/76 
(Dr Coleman) are dated 1 976 and 
yet do not appear on the TNA 
catalogue. Is there any reason 
why they remain "in transit" given 
their dates? 

c) The file listed as DEFE 24/1 291 
(former ref D/DS8/75/2/3D) 
appears on your original list (28 
July 2003) and on the TNA 
catalogue as DEFE 24/1 208. 
Which piece number is the correct 
one? 


An updated list located at Annex A. 
Note footnote No 1 . 

The preparation of file for transfer 
can take a considerable period of 
time. Following selection at review, 
there is cleaning (repairing the file 
from the ravage of time to The 
National archives standards), draft 
cataloguing, clearance by TNA staff 
and then the decision by Kew to 
accept (collect the file). 

They both apparently have identical 
former references. 

Not for Dr Clarke: DEFE 24/1 208 is 
already at TNA so cannot be checked 
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by MOD staff, but as both have 
identical former refs 1 suspect that 
when files originally raised an error 
occurred in DS8. 1208 believed to be 
unedited reports. 


Annex 
Pg 2 


a) The seven files beginning with 
D/DS8/75/2/3C (1977) listed as 
TBA and "not yet tra nsf erred " 
appear to have been transferred 
to TNA, possibly since this annex 
was complied. 1 have identified 
them on the TNA catalogue as 
DEFE 24/1205-7 and DEFE 
24/1209-1212. Could you 
confirm that these are the same 
file? 

b) Five "Defence Intelligence" files 
(DEFE31/177-181)appear to 
form part of the Dl 55 archive but 
these five do not appear on the 
list you supplied on 28 July 2003. 
I understand that all these files 
(except one, the 1 993 Cosford 
incident) were contaminated by 
asbestos. On Annex A they are 
shown as "not yet transferred to 
TNA". Could you confirm that 
these files are not those listed as 
contaminated? Does this mean 
that they are accessible under 
FOIA? 


Yes. 

These have been re-catelogued as 
DEFE 3 1 / l 63 to 1 67, All five are at 
TNA. 


Annex A 
Pg 3 


"Missing Files". Notify me as and 
when any of these missing files 
are located and allocated TNA 
references. 


Four of the five file have now turned 
up and are awaiting assignment to 
DEFE 71 (subject to TNA agreement). 
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Annex A 



UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - FILES IDENTIFIED AS PRESERVED IN/FOR THE NATIONAL 
ARCHIVES AND RELEASE DATES 1 - AS AT 1 5 DECEMBER 2004 



Already open 




108 


To be released 






2005 


13 




2006 


9 




2007 


13 




2008 


10 




2009 


10 




2010 


5 




To Be Allocated TNA 
references 


34 




Held at Feltham ? 


1 




Retained 3 


1 




Total carried over 




96 


Total identified 
(released/unreleased) 




204 



AIR 2 - AIR MINISTRY and 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE: 
REGISTERED FILES 








16918 


1961-63 


UFO's: sightings, reports by members of the 
public 

(FILE ORIGINALLY RELEASED IN A SANITISED 
FORM. EXTRACTS SUBSEQUENTLY RELEASED). 


AF/X59/64 Pt 5 


17318 


1963 


Ditto 

(FILE ORIGINALLY RELEASED IN A SANITISED 
FORM. EXTRACTS SUBSEQUENTLY RELEASED). 


AF/X59/64 Pt6 


17528 


1964 


Ditto 

(FILE ORIGINALLY RELEASED IN A SANITISED 
FORM. EXTRACTS SUBSEQUENTLY RELEASED). 


AF/X59/64 Pt 7 


17527 


1965 


Ditto 


AF/X59/64 Pt 7 


17982 


1965-66 


Ditto 


AF/X59/64 Pt 9 


17983 


1966 


Ditto 

(1 7527. 1 7982 & 1 7983 OPEN - RELEASED 1 997). 


AF/X59/64 Pt 10 


17984 


1966-67 


Ditto 


AF/X59/64 Pt 1 1 


18115 


1967 


Unidentified flyinq objects: reports 


AF/CX38/67 Pt 1 


18116 


1967 


Ditto 

(1 7984, 1 81 1 5 & 1 81 1 6 OPEN - RELEASED 1 998). 


AF/X38/67 Pt 2 


18117 


1967-68 


Ditto 

(OPEN -RELEASEDI 999). 


AF/CX38/67 Pt 3 



1 This list is an ad hoc record of Ministry of Defence files relating to the ufo phenomena preserved, or selected for 
preservation, at Ttie.National Archives. It is not a definitive record of flies on this subject of files preserved at TNA. The 
inclusion of a file on this list or TNA catalogue does not ensure its availability at Kew. 

2 One file, although prepared for TNA, affected by contamination of the OWOB basement has been isolated and relocated 
to a secure store. 

3 Although DEFE 1 9/9 is retained the DSI/JSTI Report NO 7 has been extracted (and replaced with a copy) and released as 
DEFE44/119. 
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18183 


1968-69 


Unidentified flying objects 
(OPEN - RELEASED 2000). 


AF/ 7463/ 72 Pt 2 


18564 


1957-71 


UFO Reports: West Freuqh 1 957 


AF/CX1 295/72 


18565 


1970-71 


UFO Reports 

(1 8564 & 1 8565 OPEN - RELEASED 2002) 


AF/7463/72 Pt 3 


18872 


1972-73 


UFO Reports 
(RELEASED 2004). 


AF/ 7464/ 72 Pt 1 


18873 


1973_74 


UFO reports 

(DUE FOR RELEASE 2005). 


AF/ 74(54/72 Pt II 


18874 


1974-75 


UFO reports 

(DUE FOR RELEASE 2006). 


AF/7464/72 Pt III 


18920 


1975-76 


UFO reports 


AF/7464/72 Pt IV 


18921 


1976 


Ditto 

(1 8920 & 1 8921 DUE FOR RELEASE 2007). 


AF/7464/72 Pt V 


18949 


1975 Aug 01 - 

1 976 )un 30 


UFO reports: edited 
(DUE FOR RELEASE 2007) 


AF/447 


18950 


1974 Feb 01 - 
1 974 Feb 28 


UFO reports 


AF/585 


18951 


1974 Mar 01 - 
1974 Mar 31 


Ditto 


AF/586 


18952 


1974 Apr 01 - 
1 974 Apr 30 


Ditto 


AF/587 


18953 


1974 May 01- 
1974 May 31 


Ditto 


AF/588 


18954 


1974Jun 01 - 
1974 Jun 30 


Ditto 


AF/589 


18955 


1974 Jul 01 - 
1 974 lul 31 

1 Jf ~ JUI 1 


Ditto 


AF/590 


18956 


1974 Aug 01 - 


Ditto 


AF/591 


18957 


1974 Sep 01 - 
1974 Sen 30 


Ditto 


AF/592 


18958 


1974 Oct 01 - 
1974 Oct 31 


Ditto 


AF/593 


18959 


1974 Nov 01 - 
1974 Nov 30 


Ditto 


AF/594 


18960 


1974 Dec 01 - 
1 974 Dec 31 


Ditto 

fl 8Q0 - 1 RQfi niJF FOR PFI FACT ?nn^ 


AF/595 


18961 


1975 Jan 01 - 
1 97*5 Ian 31 

1 7f J Jul 1 J 1 


Ditto 


AF/596 


18962 


1975 Feb 01 - 
1 975 Feb 28 


Ditto 


AF/597 


18963 


1975 Mar 01 - 
1 975 Mar 31 


Ditto 


AF/598 


18964 


1975 Apr 01 - 
1 975 Apr 30 


Ditto 


AF/599 


18965 


1975 May 01 - 
1975 May 31 


Ditto 


AF/600 


18966 


1975Jun 01 - 
1975Jun 30 


Ditto 


AF/601 


18967 


1975 Jul 01 - 
1975 Jul 31 


Ditto 


AF/602 | 
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1 18968 


1975 Dec 01 - 
1975 Dec 31 


Ditto 

(1 8961 - 1 8968 DUE FOR RELEASE 2006). 


AF/607 


18969 


1976 Jan 01 - 
1976 Jan 31 


Ditto 


AF/608 


18970 


1976 Feb 01 - 
1976 Feb 31 


Ditto 


AF/609 


18971 


1976 Mar 01 - 
1976 Mar 28 


Ditto 


AF/610 


18972 


1976 Apr 01 - 
1976 Aor 31 


Ditto 


AF/61 1 


18973 


1976 May 01 - 
1 976 May 30 


Ditto 


AF/612 


18974 


1976Jun01 - 
1976 Jun 31 


Ditto 


AF/61 3 


18975 


1976 Sep 01 - 
1976 Sep 30 


Ditto 


AF/61 6 


18976 


1976 Oct 01 - 
1976 Oct 31 


Ditto 


AF/61 7 


18977 


1976 Nov 01 - 
1 976 Nov 30 


Ditto 


AF/61 8 


18978 


1976 Dec 01 - 
1 976 Dec 31 


Ditto 

M 8969 - 1 8978 DUE FOR RELEASE 2 On 71 


AF/61 9 


19083 


1974 Jan 01 - 
1 974 Feb 28 


Ditto 

(DUE FOR RELEASE 2005) 


AF/584 


19086 


1 970 May 01 - 

1971 Auq 31 


UFO nolirv and notirv ^tafpmpnts. 
(OPEN - RELEASED 2002). 


AF/34CO/ /7K 
nr i J" j&ff t j 


19125 


1 967-73 


ReDorted <;iohtincK of LJFO<; 
(RELEASED 2004) 


PATYOP^W^/1 1 /AIR Pf 

1 


19126 


1 967-1973 






19117 


1972-1973 


UFOs: BBC Radio Oxford programme 


AF/S4F(Air)422 


19119 


1971-1972 


UFOs: Man Alive programme BBC 2 
(RELEASED 2003) 


AF/419 


19173 


Sept 1 970 


Aircraft Accident Report: Lightning F6 XS894, 
5 Squadron 




AIR 2/19192 last piece 
transferred to TNA in July 
2004 


AIR 14 AIR MINISTRY: 
BOMBER COMMAND: 
REGISTERED FILES 








2800 


1943 


No 1 1 5 Squadron: news sheet "Bang On" No 1 
(OPEN - RELEASED 1972). 




AIR 14/4590 last piece 
transferred to TNA in may 
2004 




AIR 16 AIR MINISTRY: 
FIGHTER COMMAND: 
REGISTERED FILES 








1199 


1952 Sep 


Flying saucers: occurrence reports: service 
personnel at Topcliffe station, Thirsk and local 
public sector 


IIH1/188/1/17 
Top/C16/Air 
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(OPEN). 


! AIR 16/1482 last piece 
transferred to TNA in August 
1999 


AIR 20 AIR MINISTRY, and 

MINISTRY Of DFFFfdrF' AIR 
HISTORICAL BRANCH' 
UNREGISTERED PAPERS 








7390 


1 950-54 


1 iniripntifipri airrraft fflv/inn nhiprfO" rpnnrtc 


11/ 1 ?7/3 74ft 


9320 


1957 


Parliamentary questions on UFOs 


MR 00861 4/1 93 




1 957 




IVl IS. UvOQ 1 *r/ t 1 j 


9322 


1957 


Ditto 


MR 008614/220 


QQQ4 


1 OR 7 


nil t-t-n 

(7390, 9320-9322 6 9994 OPEN). 


IIM/<£/ j/ 1 U/*t 


1 1 fi1 *> 

\ 1 D 1 £. 


1 OA7 fil! 

i yo/— ots 


uniQeniiTteu Ttyincj opjects 




11694 


1968 Jan 


Ditto 


ID48/69 
AF/S4f(Air)51 2 


11695 


1 968 Feb 


Ditto 


ID48/70 
AF/S4F(Air)513 


11696 


1 968 Dec 


Ditto 

(HOi£, 11 594-1 1 TOO OPEN - KtLtAbtU 1 999)- 


iD48/80 
AF/S4F(Air)523 


11887 


1967 Aug 


Ditto 


ID48/44 
AF/S4F(A! r)507 


11888 


1967 Sep 


Ditto 


ID48/45 
AF/S4t(AirJ508 


11889 


1967 Oct 


Ditto 


ID48/46 Pt 1 
AF/S4f(Air}509 


11890 


1967 Oct 


Ditto 


ID48/46 Pt 2 
AF/S4f(Air)509 


11891 


1967 Nov 


Ditto 


ID48/67 Pt 1 
AF/S4f(Ajr)51 


11892 


1967 Nov 


Ditto 


ID48/67 Pt 2 
AF/S4f(Air)510 


11893 


1967 Dec 


Ditto 

(1 1 887 - 11 893 OPEN - RELEASED 1 998). 


ID48/6S 
AF/S4f(AirJ51 1 


11894 


1968 Mar 


Ditto 


ID48/71 
AF/S4f(Air)514 


11895 


1 968 Apr 


Ditto 


ID/48/72 
AF/S4F^Air)51 5 


11896 


1 968 May 


Ditto 


ID/48/73 
AF/S4f(Air)516 


11897 


1963jun 


Ditto 


ID/48/74 
AF/54t(Air)51 7 


11 898 


1 968 lut 


Ditto 


in/4ft /7c. 
AF/S4f(AIR)51S 


11899 


1 968 Aug 


Ditto 


ID/48/76 
AF/S4f(Air}519 


11900" 


1 968 Sep 


Ditto 


ID/48/77 
AF/S4f(Air}520 


11901 


1 968 Oct 


Ditto 


ID/48/78 
AF/S4f(Air)521 


1 1 902 


1 968 Nov 


Ditto 


ID/48/79 



6 



ufodata 







fl 1 894 - 1 1 902 OPEN - ftFLFASFD 1 OOOl 


AF /^AfiAir^?? 


\ 12055 


1 969 Jan 


Ditto 


ID/48/S1 


12056 


1 969 Feb 


Ditto 


ID/48/82 


120S7 


1 969 Mar 


Ditto 


tD/48/83 

AF /^Aff Airt^ 7F, 
nr/ jHT VMIf,JDfcO 


12058 


1969 Apr 


Ditto 


ID/48/84 

Ar / j^i 1 ai r)D£f 


12059 


1 969 May 


Ditto 


ID/48/S5 

A C / ^ Af f A i r\S. 9 51 
Mr / jH 1 I^MI r 7 J t Q 


12060 


1969Jun 


Ditto 


ID/48/86 

AF f < \Af(A\r) t L'?Q 

nt f J*t 1 \nl 1 } j £j 


12061 


1969 Jul 


Ditto 


ID/48/87 

AF /^4ftAiri5 3n 
Mr / j*t J \r\li ) j j\J 


12062 


1 969 Aug 


Ditto 


ID/48/88 


12063 


1969 Sep 


Ditto 


ID/48/89 

Mr/ j4I\AJ r/DJi 


12064 


1969 Oct 


Ditto 


ID/48/90 
Ar/b^uAl rjj jo 


12065 


1 969 Nov 


Ditto 


ID/4S/91 

AC iCAff AirK "i j4 
Ar / AITJ j J*t 


12066 


1 969 Dec 


Ditto 

n 2055 - i ?nfifi npEN - rfi fa^fd ?nnm 


ID/48/92 

AC /QAf/Air^ 3^ 
nr / Ml 3 D 


12067 


1970 Jan 


Ditto 


ID/48/93 


12297 


1970 Feb 


Ditto 


1D/48/94 

AC / C Af f A i f*\ C 3 7 
Al" / >4T f AJ rj 3 3 / 


12298 


1970 Mar 


Ditto 


ID/48/95 


12299 


1970 Apr 


Ditto 


ID/48/96 
Ar/MT'AirjSoy 


12300 


1 970 May 


Ditto 


ID/48/97 

AC fQAftAir\^Af\ 

Ar/i^-HAirj j-^U 


12301 


1970Jun 


Ditto 


ID/48/98 

AF /CdfY Airbill 
Ar/JT-TlAirj J*t 1 


12302 


1970 Jul 


Ditto 


ID/48/99 

AC /QAf/Air^AO 


12303 


1 970 Aug 


Ditto 


ID/48/100 

AF /^Aff Air^A3 
Mr / Al T) D 1 3 


12304 


1 970 Sep 


Ditto 


ID/48/101 

AF /Qdf/AirtCdd. 
Ar / jtT^ AIT,j3*f*f 






Ul LLvi 


AF / C Af( A i A ^ A ^ 
Ar / J*tr l Al 3 *r 3 


12306 


1970 Nov 


Ditto 

(12067. 12297 - 12306 OPEN - RELEASED 2001) 


IL^/ to/ 1 uJ 

AF/54ffAir>546 


12399" 


1971-72 


UFO reports 


ID/47/274 Pt 4 


12400 


1972 Jan 


Ditto 


ID/48/117 


12401 


1972 Feb 


Ditto 


ID/48/118 


12402 


1 972 Mar 


Ditto 


ID/48/119 


12403 


1 972 Apr 


Ditto 


ID/49/120 
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12404 


1972 May 


Ditto 


ID/4S/121 


1 12405 


1972Jun 


Ditto 


ID/48/122 


12406 


1972 Jul 


Ditto 


ID/48/123 


12407 


1 972 Aug 


Ditto 


ID/48/124 


12408 


1 972 Sep 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 25 


12409 


1972 Oct 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 7fi 


12410 


1 972 Nov 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 27 


12411 


1972 Dec 


Ditto 

(1 2399 - 1 241 1 RELEASED 2003) 


ID/48/128 


12544 


1973 Jan 


Ditto 


ID/48/129 


12545 


1 973 Feb 


Ditto 


ID/48/130 


12546 


1 973 Mar 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 31 


12547 


1 973 Apr 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 32 


12548 


1973 May 


Ditto 


ID/48/133 


12549 


1973Jun 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 34 


12550 


1973 Jul 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 35 


12551 


1973 Auq 


Ditto 


ID/48/136 


12552 


1973 Sep 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 37 


12553 


1973 Oct 


Ditto 


ID/48/1 38 


12554 


1973 Nov 


Ditto 


ID/4R/1 


12555 


1 973 Dec 


Ditto 

(1 2544 - 1 2555 RELEASED 2004) 


ID/48/140 


TBA 


Sep 1978 -Jan 
1979 


Unidentified Flying Objects 


Hd S4(Air)/BF82 


AIR 20/1 301 1 last piece 
transferred to TNA in May 
2004 


AIR 22 PERIODICAL RETURNS, 
SUMMARIES AND BULLETINS 








93 


1955 


Air Ministry Secret Summary. Vol 1 0, No 3 Article 
on Flying Saucers 
(OPEN -RELEASED 1986) 


ilC/101 


AIR 22/549 last piece 
transferred to TNA in March 
2003 


Q| 5 METEOROLOGICAL 
OFFICE, ADMINISTRATIVE 
RECORDS 








311 


1968-70 


UFO: Met aspects 
(OPEN 2001) 


AF/M 396/68 


BJ 5/326 last piece 
transferred to TNA in July 
2003 


DEFE 1 DIRECTORATE OF 
SCIENTIFIC INTELLIGENCE 
AND JOINT TECHNICAL 
INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE 








496 


1950 Apr - 1951 
Dec 


Minutes of Meetings 






497 


1952 Jan - 1954 
Oct 


Ditto 

(496 6 497 OPEN - RELEASED 1 998) 






DEFE 10/978 last niece 
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number transferred to TNA, 
\ date not currently available. 


DEFE 1 3 Private Office Pa tiers 

V kl k IJ f II IB|G III liG 1 CIIJKI d 








1 1 84 


1 977 


Rirharrl 1 ttr& MP* 1 flJju/or — 1 IP Ac 
t\Jt,n<iru lulc ivir, j Clover urus 

(ALTHOUGH PREPARED FOR TNA FILE HAS BEEN 

ISQLATB) DUE TO ITS STORAGE WTH FILES 

PREVIOUSLY LOCATED IN OWO) 


Ar /JWboz/// 
MR/12554 


TEA 


1976 


Sir John Langford-Holt MO M J Hessessy - UFO 
Enquiry 


AF/BJ84/76 


TEA 


1976 


Dr Coieman JP Mr RJ Whitrow - UFO Enauirv 


AF/BY76/76 


DEFE 13/1 080 fast piece 
transferred to TNA in July 
2003 


DEFE 19 MINISTRY OF 
DEFENCE: CENTRAL DEFENCE 
SCIENTIFIC STAFF and 
predecessors: REGISTERED 
FILES (CSA, AE 1 and A 
SERIES) and PAPERS 








9 


1948 - 1960 


Scientific intelligence. 
(REMAINS CLOSED BUT INCLUDES DSI/JTIC 
REPORT NO 7 ON UFO STUDY. REPORT 
EXTRACTED AND RELEASED IN DEFE 44) 


CSA/ALPH/51 


DEFE 19/238 last piece 
number transferred to TNA 
in September 2004 


DEFE 24 Defence Secretariat: 
Registered Files (DS Series) 








977 


Jul 76 - Apr 77 


UFO Reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2A 


978 


Apr - Sep 77 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/2B 


979 


Sep - Dec 77 


Ditto 


D/DSS/75/2/2C 


1205 


Oct-Dec 77 


UFO Reports 


D/DS8/2/3C 


1206 


1977 


Reports and correspondence 
(977 - 1 206 due for release 2008) 


D/DS8/8/75/2/1B 


1207 


Oct 77 - Mar 78 


Reports and correspondence 


D/DS8/75/2/1C 


1208 


Jan - Mar 78 


Ditto 

(Note: identicai former file reference to piece 
1 291 ; except 1 208 contains unedited reports 
whereas 1 290 holds edited reports). 


D/DS8/75/2/3D 


1209 


Apr - May 78 


Ditto 


D/DSS/75/2/3E 


1210 


Jun - Auq 78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3F 


1211 


Nov 78 


Ditto 


D/DS75/2/3H 


1212 


Dec 78 


Ditto 

(1 207 - 1 21 2 due for release 2009) 


D/DSS/75/2/3J 


1288 


Apr - Aug 78 


UFO Reports edited copies 


D/DS8/75/2/2E 


1289 


Auq - Oct 78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/2F 


1290 


Jan-Mar 78 


Ditto 

(Note: identical former file reference to piece 
1 208; except that 1 290 contains edited reports 
whereas 1 208 does not) 


D/DSS/75/2/3D 


1291 


Sep - Oct 78 


Reports and correspondence 

(1288. 1289 + 1291 due for release 2009) 


D/DS8/75/2/3C 
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TEA 

1 


1977 


UFO Reports: Reports and correspondence, Oct- 
Dec 1977 


D/DS8/2/3C 


TEA 


1977 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/1B 


TBA 


1978 


UFO: Parliamentary correspondence 


D/DS8/2/3 Pt A 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports and correspondence 


D/DS8/7S/2/1 PtF 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt H 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt G 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt H 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DSS/75/2/2 PtJ 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt K 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt A 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt B 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt D 


TBA 


1979 


TV discussion on UFOs 


D/DS8/75/6 Pt A 


TBA 


1979 


Satellite Debris 


D/DS8/75/7 Pt A 


TBA 


1980 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt L 


TBA 


19S0 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt M 


TBA 


1980 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/5 Pt A 


TBA 


1980 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/5 Pt B 


TBA 


1981 


Generai briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 Pt A 


TBA 


1981 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/ 10/209 Pt B 


TBA 


1982 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209PtC 


TBA 


1982 


General, briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 PtD 


TBA 


1983 




n /i~Kfc / i n /^nci or p 

Uf LOo/ f \Jf tU3 rl t 


TBA 


1 980-96 


December 1 981 

Not for TNA yet - but file has been released 
under CODE and placed if FOI Publication Scheme 




TBA 


1983 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209/1 Pt A 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209/1 Pt B 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209PtF 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209PtG 


DEFE 24/1225 last piece 
transferred to TNA in July 
2004 


DEFE 31 DEFENCE 
INTELLIGENCE STAFF: 
REGISTERED FILES 








118 


1958-63 


UFO; Policy 


Dt/55/40/9/1 Pt 1 


119 


1963-67 


Ditto 

(1 18 & 119 OPEN -RELEASED 1998) 


DI/55/40/9/1 Pt 2 


163 


1979 


UFO's: incidents 


DI55/10S/1 5/1 Pt 21 


164 


1979 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 22 


165 


1979 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 23 


166 


1979 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 24 


167 


1979 


Ditto 

(163-167 due for release 2010) 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 25 


DEFE 31/167 last piece 
transferred to TNA in June 
2004 


DEFE 41 FOREIGN OFFICE 
AND MINISTRY OF DEFENCE: 
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SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL 
► INTELLIGENCE BRANCH AND 
OVERSEAS LIAISON BRANCH: 
REGISTERED FILES 








74 


1950 


DSI/JTIC Minutes 


6005/8/D 1 7 Vol 4 


75 


1951 


Ditto 


6005 /8/D 17 Vol 5 


76 


1952 - 54 


Ditto 

(74 - 76 OPEN - RELEASED 1 996) 


6005/8/D 1 7 Vol 6 


117 


1949- 50 


Unorthodox Aircraft 


901 7/8 Vol 1 1 


153 


1953 - 54 


DSI/JTIC papers 

(1 1 7 & 1 5 3 OPEN - RELEASED 1 996) 


D19/ Vol 5 


DEFE41/161 last piece 
transferred to TNA in 
October 1998 


DEFE 44 MINISTRY OF 
DEFENCE: DIRECTORATE of 
SCIENTIFIC INTELLIGENCE, 
later DIRECTORATE of 
SCIENTIFIC and TECHNICAL 
INTELLIGENCE: REPORTS and 
MEMORANDA 








119 




DSI/J5TI Report NO 7 




DEFE 44/298 last piece 
transferred to TNA in March 
2003 


DEFE 71 MINISTRY OF 
DEFENCE (AIR): REGISTERED 
FILES AND BRANCH FOLDERS 








3 


Jan 75 -Dec 77 
(?) 


Unidentified flying objects 


AF/CX1 528/72 Pt 2 


4 


Jan 75 - Dec 77 

(?) 


Unidentified flying objects 


AF/CX1 528/72 Pt 3 


36 


Jan-May 77 


UFO Reports 


D/S4(Air)8/2/3/A 


37 


Jun - Sep 77 


Ditto 

(3, 4, 34 & 35 due for release 2008) 


D/S4(Air)8/2/3 B 


125 


1977 


Ministerial correspondence on UFO sightings on 

Humberside in May 1977 

(Due for release 2008) 

DEFE71 / 1 25 not vet transferred to TNA 


USofS LAF 
AF/JW234/77 


TBA 


1976 


M Heseltine 

(Description to be confirmed) 


AF/JW221/ 76 


TBA 


1976 


Nigel Lawson MP Mr Aleyne Body - UFO 
(Description to be confirmed) 


AF/JW260/76 


TBA 


1976 


R Hattesley Esq Mr R Park - UFO 
(Description to be confirmed) 


AF/JW270/76 


TBA 


1977 


John Ellis - UFOs 
(Description to be confirmed) 


MR/122505 


DEFE 7L/S4 last piece 
transferred to TNA in 
September 2004 



n 



ufodata 



MISSING FILE 



Not Hayes/OAS/Recordsl? If 


1980 


UFO reports & correspondence 


D/DSS/75/2/1 


/when found for DEFE 24? 






PtC 



12 



hmk. 



us 



Dr David Parke 
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Directorate of Air Staff - FOIA 

Ministry of Defence 

5* Floor, Zone H 

Main Building 

Whitehall 

London SW1A 2HB 

23 November 2004 

Dead 



Section 40 



Many thanks for your letter of 13 October and for the material you enclosed. The 

additio^backgroimd information supplements the verbal answers to the questions feEBion 4U 
BraSnSliEiMand I provided in advance of our meeting on I October. Together they ~ ~ 
provide a comprehensive account of the meeting and as such are useful for research 
purposes. 
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In return I enclose a copy of the notes I prepared afterwards, for your information. I 
would oe grateful if you could check these and inform me of any errors that may have 
arisen from my shorthand notes of what was said. 

As you will see there are a small number of items marked with an asterisk which I felt 
required further clarification. I have itemized these below: 

QA (1) pg I: Number of staff employed in DAS. My notes refer to two sections. Could 
you explain the responsibilities and staffing of these? 

- QB (6) pg 5 : Paragraphs from pg 2 of the Flying Saucer Working Party report of 1 95 1 
(DEFE 44/1 19) withheld under Section 3(4) of Public Records Act. Has any progress 
been made on the release of mis? 

QD (2) pg 7: {gg}gnSBgfi; photograph. What conclusion has MoD reached concerning the 
nature of the image following the extensive analysis you have carried out? 
QD (5) pg 8: You mentioned during our meeting that the numbers of UFO reports 
increased following the release of the crop circle film 'Signs.' This raises the question of 
MoD interest in crop circles. Is DAS responsible for answering questions on this subject? 
I understand that Nick Pope opened a file on this topic whilst in post at Sec(AS)2a circa 
1991-2. Could you supply the reference and tide of this file and any others referring to 
crop circles held in MoD archives? 



Secondly, I refer to my email of 7 October where I mentioned a number of discrepancies 
in the list of UFO related files awaiting transfer to TNA (Annex A, provided on 1 
October), Having scrutinised this document I have noticed that it contains a number of 
UFO-related fifes that do not appear on the list you supplied on 28 July 2003 (your ref 
D/DAS/64/3/1 1). Specifically I note the following : 

Annex A. Pgl 

a) referring to the table at the top of the page. Is it possible to supply a list of the files due 
to be released in 2006 (13), 2007 (13), 2008 (11) and 2009 (6). 

b) File refe AF/BJ84/76 (Sir John Langford-Holt) and AF/B Y76/76 (Dr Coleman) are 
bflAIBMlo l dated 1976 and yet do not appear on the TNA catalogue. Is there a reason why they 

remain 'in transit' given their dates? 

c) The file listed as DEFE 24/1291 (former Ref D/DS8/75/2/3D) appears on your original 
list (28 July 2003) and on the TNA catalogue as DEFE 24/1208. Which piece number is 
the correct one ? 





Annexe A. Pg 2 

a) The seven files beginning with D/DS8/75/2/3C (1977) listed as TBA and 'not yet 
transferred* appear to have been transferred to TNA. possibly since this annex was 
compiled. I have identified them on the TNA catalogue as DEFE 24/1205-7 and DEFE 

^4/1209-1212. Could you confirm these are the same files? I intend to apply to TNA for 
access to these and DEFE 24/1291 (or DEFE 24/1208 ?) under the FOIA in January, 

b) Five 'Defence Intelligence' files (DEFE 31/177-181) appear to form part of the DI 55 
archive but these five do not appear on the list you supplied on 28 July, 2003. 1 
understood all these files (except for one, the 1993 Cosfbrd incident) were contaminated 
by asbestos. On Annex A they are shown as "not yet transferred to TNA" Could you 
confirm these files are not among those listed as contaminated ? Does this mean they are 
accessible under FOIA ? 
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Annexe A. Pg 3 

4 Missing files'. Please could you notify me as and when any of these missing files are 
located and allocated TNA references. 




Thankyou for enclosing the copies of the documents from D/DPR(RAF)326 Part A which 
were outstanding from my earlier request These are probably some of the most 
interesting and informative documents I have seen during my research into this subject. 
They contain references to a number of other "policy 5 documents that presumably form 
part of the Sec(AS) TJFO Policy files* for 1995-2000 (D/Sec(AS)64/l Pts A-E). In your 
letter of 23 December 2003 you provided a quote for copying these five files under the 
Code of Practice for Access to Government Information, I intend to apply for them using 
the FOIA procedure in the new year. 

Finally, I note that you are continuing to pursue the release of enclosures 95 and % from 
D/ADR DEF/1 1 1/6/4 Part F (part of my earlier request) and I look forward to receiving 
these in due course. 
40 




In the meantime I wish to thank you and ET5»HwiKi] | for your help and assistance during 
the course of the year, and wish you both a happy Christmas holiday. 



Yours sincerely, 
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... 32 



UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - FILES NOT YET TRANSFERRED (i.e. awaiting transfer 
and/or listing) - AS AT 1 3 September 2004 



Already open 




105 


To be released 






2005 


I 13 




2006 


9 




2007 


13 




2008 


11 






6 




Awaiting Transfer 


9 




Awaiting 
Listing/transfer 


34 




Stored at Feltham ' 


1 




Retained 53(4) 2 


1 




Too soon for TNA 3 


1 




Total carried over 




98 


Total identified 
(released/unreleased) 




203 



The National Archives: 
Letter Code end piece number 


Date 


Description of piece 


Former reference 


DEFE 1 3 Private Office Papers 








1184 


1977 


Richard Luce MP; J Glover - UFOs 


AF/JW562/77 
MR/12554 


Piece number to be allocated 
(TBA) 


1976 


Sir John Langford-Holt MO M J Hessessy - UFO 
Enquiry 


AF/BJ84/76 


TBA 


1976 


Or Coleman JP Mr R J Whitrow - UFO Enquiry 


AF/BY76/76 


DEFE 1 9 MINISTRY OF 
DEFENCE: CENTRAL DEFENCE 
SCIENTIFIC STAFF and 
predecessors: REGISTERED 
FILES (CSA, AE 1 and A SERIES) 
and PAPERS 








9 


1948- 1960 


Scientific intelligence. 

(RETAINED IN ACCORDANCE WTTH S3(4) OF PRA, 
BUT INCLUDES DSI/JTIC REPORT NO 7 ON UFO 
STUDY, REPORT EXTRACTED AND RELEASED IN 
DEFE 44) 


CSA/ALPH/51 


DEFE 24 Defence Secretariat: 
Registered Files (D5 Series) 








1289 


Apr - Auq 78 


UFO Reports edited copies 


D/DS8/75/2/2E 


1290 


Aug - Oct 78 


Ditto 


D/OS8/75/2/2F 


1291 


Jan - Mar 78 


UFO Reports < 


^0/058/75/2/30^ 


1292 


Sep - Oct 78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3G 



1 One file, although prepared for TNA, has been temporarily relocated to Feltham as part of a consignment 
of fifes contaminated with asbestos. 

* Although DEFE 19/9 is retained the DSI/JSTI Report NO 7 has been extracted (and replaced with a copy) 
and released as DEFE 44/1 1 9. 

* Rendiesham Forest occurrence (1 9S0-96) - file already placed in Publication Scheme. 







(1 289 - 1 292 Not yet transferred - due for 
release 2009) 




TRA 


1 977 


UFO Reports: Reports and correspondence, Oct- 
uec 1 9/ / 


D/DS8/2/3C 


TRA 

1 On 


i y / / 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/1B 


TBA 


1977-78 


Ditto 


D/D58/75/2/1C 


TBA 


1978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3E 


TDA 

1 HA 


1978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3F 


1 HA 


1 978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3H 


TDA 

I HA 


1 978 


Ditto 

(TBA TNA class & piece numbers - due for release 
2007/08) 


D/DS8/75/2/3J 


TBA 

1 On 


\ y to 


UFO: Parliamentary correspondence 


D/DS8/2/3PtA 


TRA 
I on 


i y/y 


UFO reports and correspondence 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt F 


TRA 


i y/y 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DSS/75/2/1 Pt H 


TRA 
i Dn 


1 979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt G 


TRA 
1 Dn 


1 979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt H 


TRA 
1 DA 


1979 


UFO reports; edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 PtJ 


TRA 
1 DA 


1 979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt K 


TRA 
1 DA 


1 979 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 PtA 


TRA 
l Dn 


i 979 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt B 


TRA 
1 DA 


i y/y 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4PtD 


TRA 
1 DA 


1 979 


TV discussion on UFOs 


D/DS8/75/6 PtA 


TRA 
1 Dn 


1 979 


Satellite Debris 


D/DS8/75/7 PtA 


TRA 
1 Dn 


1 980 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt L 


TDA 

1 HA 


1 980 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt M 


TRA 
1 DA 


1 980 


UFO reports 


D/DSS/75/2/5 PtA 


TRA 
1 DA 


1980 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/5 Pt 6 


1 D A 


1981 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 PtA 


TBA 


1981 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 Pt B 


TBA 


1982 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209PtC 


TBA 


1982 


General, briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209PtD 


TBA 


1983 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DSS/1 0/209 PtE 


NOT FOR TNA (YET) 


1 980-96 


UFOs Report of sighting Rendlesham Forest, 
December 1981 

Not for TNA yet - but file has been released 
under CODE and placed in FOI Publication 
Scheme 


D/Sec(AS) 12/2/1 


TBA 


1983 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/ 10/209/1 Pt, 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209/1 Pt 1 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 Pt F 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209PtG 


DEFE 31 DEFENCE 

iMTti i ircuru CTACC- 
IN 1 tLUtjtNLt 3 1 Arr. 








7 77 


? 


UFO's: incidents 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 21 


178 


? 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 22 


179 


? 


Ditto 


DI55/1 08/1 5/ 1 Pt23 


180 


? 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt24 


181 


7 


Ditto 

(177-181 due for release 2010?) 

NOT YET TRANSFERRED TO TNA <as at Jun 04) 


DIS5/108/15/1 Pt 25 



MISSING FILES: After an extensive search of Hayes, Record si and DAS [although 
Hayes state that items 1-5 with Records 1] 



Not Hayes/DAS/Rficofdsl? 


1976 


M Heseltlne 


AF/JW221/76 


Not Hayes/DAS/Recordsl 


1976 


Niqel Lawson MP Mr Aleyne Body - UFO 


AF/JW260/76 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl? 


1976 


R Hattersley Esq Mr R Park - UFO 


AF/JW270/76 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl? 


1977 


John Ellis - UFOs 


MR/122505 


Haves? 


1979 


Unidentified Flyinq Oblect 


MR/122433 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl? 


1980 


UFO reports & correspondence 


D/DS8/75/2/1 
PtC 



Note: 



Items 1 - 5 - if located to be assigned to DEFE 1 3 
Item 6 - if located to be assigned to DEFE 24 



MOD FILE 
REFERENCE 


TITLE OF FILE 


PERIOD OF 

CONTENTS 


THE NATIONAL 
ARCHIVE 
REFERENCE 

WHERE 
ALLOCATED 






I Aug 17 / J 

30 June 1976 


For release in 2007 
TNA Ref : AIR2/18949 
oome pdpers aupiicaieci 
in AIR 2/18968: 
18969 18Q70- 18971 * 
18972: 18973 &18974 


AF/7464/72 Pt IV 


UFO Renorts 


1975-76 


Pnr rplpucp tti 9007 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18920 


AF/7464/72 Pt V 


UFO Renorts 


1976 


Fnr rplpasp in 9007 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18921 


AF/608 


UFO Reports 


1-31 January 1976 


For rplea^p in 9007 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18969 


AF/609 


UFO Reports 


1-28 February 1976 


For rplpa^p in 9007 
TNA Ref: AIR 2/18970 


AF/610 


UFO Reports 


1-31 March 1976 


For relpa^** in 9007 

■L Ul 1 CI O*,- Jill jL\J\' I 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18971 


AF/611 


UFO Reports 


1-30 April 1976 


Fnr tpIpjr^p in 9007 

i Ul I.V'l^ClijC' 111 il/U / 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18972 


AF/612 


UFO Reoorts 


1-31 Mav 1976 


For fpIpsicp in 900T 
1 ui icita&C ill ZV/U / 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18973 


AF/613 


UFO Rennrta 


1-30 Tune 1976 


FU1 IClCdat^ 111 ZUU / 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18974 


AF/616 


UFO Reports 


1-30 Sentemner 1976 


Fnr rplpflcp in 9007 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18975 


AF/617 


UFO Reoorts 


1-31 October 1976 


Fnr rplpstcp in 900*7 
1 Ul L C±Ctli)C 111 / 

TNA Ref: AIR 2/18976 


AF/618 


UFO Reports 


1-30 November 1976 


For release in 2007 
TNA Ref ATR 9/18977 


AF/619 


UFO Reports 


1-31 December 1976 


For release in 2007 
TNA Ref: AIR 2/18978 


AF/BJ84/76 


Sir John Longford Holt 

MO Mr 

UFO enquiry 


1976 


Held in MOD 

Xl&lu. 111 L\ l\J JLS 


AF/JW260/76 


"NJi jjp! T Jiwcnn \^P 

Mr 

UFO 


1976 


nciu in ±\X\ji-j 


AF/BT76/76 


Dr Pnlpman TP ]VTP 

UFO 


1Q76 


rieiu in iviL/jj 


MR/12554 


R icharri T ,iicp MT* 
UFOs 


1977 


HpIH tn MOO 

iXClU 111 LVIKJU 


D/S4(Air)8/2/3 Pt A 


UFO Reports 


Jan-Mav 1977 


Fnr rplpa^p in 900R 

1 \JL JtltuQ^ 111 £,\J\JQ 

TNA Ref: 
DEFE 71/34 


D/S4(Air)8/2/3PtB 


UFO Reports 


June-Sept 1977 


For release in 2008 
TNA Ref: 
DEFE 71/35 


D/S4(Air)8/2/3PtF 


UFO Reports 


June- Aug 1978 


Held in MOD 


D/S4(Aii)8/2/3 Pt G 


UFO Reports 


Nov 1978 


Held in MOD 


D/S4(Air)8/2/3PtH 


UFO Reports 


Dec 1978 


Held in MOD 











D/DS8/2/3 Pt C 


UFO Reports 


Oct -Dec 1977 


For release in 2008. 
TNA Ref : 
DEFE 24/1205 
(Provisional) 


D/DS8/2/3 Pt D 


UFO Reports 


Jan-March 1978 


For release in 2009 
TNA DEFE 24/1207 
(Provisional) 


Dfub&n 5/2/1 rtrJ 


UFO Reports & 
Correspondence 


1977 


For release in 2008 
TNARef:24/1206 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt C 


UFO Reports & 
Correspondence 


1978 


Held in MOD 


D/DSo/VVz/l Ptr 


UFO Reports & 
Correspondence 


1979 


Held in MOD 


U/D&af fSflf 1 Ft U 


UrU Reports & 
Correspondence 




Held in MOD 


D/D&S/ /D/Z/ 1 r t H 


UFU Reports & 
Correspondence 


1980 


Held in MOD 


L>/Uoo/ / JiZ/Z Pt A 


UrU Reports: baited 


April - July 1977 


For release in 2008 
TNA Ref: DEFE24/977 


D/DS8/75/2/2PtB 


UFO Reports: Edited 


April-September 1977 


For release in 2008 
TNA Ref: DEFE24/978 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt C 


UFO Reports: Edited 


Sept -Dec 1977 


For release in 2008 
TNA Ref: DEFE24/979 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt D 


UFO Reports: Edited 


1977 


For release in 2009 
TNA Ref to be 
allocated 


D/DS 8/75/2/2 Pt E 


UFO Reports: Edited 


April- Aug 1978 


For release in 2009 

TXT A Tl _f a 1 

TNA Ref to be \ 
allocated 


U/D&o/ l Jill I rt r 


Uru Reports: halted 


Aug -Oct 1978 


For release in 2009 
ina Ret to be 
allocated 




uru rteporii, cuiieu 


1 070 

ly f y 


rieia in Ni\jL/ 


D/DS8/75/2/2PtH 


UFO Reports: Edited 


1979 


Held in MOD | 


D/DS8/75/2/2PtJ 


UFO Reports: Edited 


1979 


Held in MOD | 


D/DS8/75/2/2PtK 


UFO Reports: Edited 


1979 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt L 


UFO Reports: Edited 


1980 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/75/2/2PtM 


UFO Reports: Edited 


1980 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/75/2/3PtD 


UFO Reports & 
Correspondence 


Jan- Mar 1978 


For release in 2009 
TNA Ref: 
DEFE 24/1208 
(Provisional) 


D/DS8/75/2/3PtE 


UFO Reports 


April-May 1978 


For release in 2009 
TNA Ref: 
DEFE 24/1209 
(Provisional) 


DyDS8/75/2/3PtF 


UFO Reports 


June- Aug 1978 


For release in 2009 
TNA Ref: 
DEFE 24/1210 
(Provisional) 


D/DS8/75/2/3 Pt G 


UFO Reports 


Sept-Oct 1978 


For release in 2009 
TNA Ref to be 
allocated 


U/JJotv (Jilt 5 rt rl 


UrU Reports 


NOV lyvs 


For release in 2009 
TNA Ref: 
DEFE 24/1211 
(Provisional) 











D/DS8/75/2/3 Pt J 


UFO Reports 


Dec 1978 


For release in 2009 
TNA Ref; 
DEFE 24/1212 
(provisional) 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt A 


UFO Reports 


1979 


Held in MOD 


D/Dao/ /d/z/4 Ft B 


UFO Reports 


1979 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/75/2/4PtD 


UFO Reports 


1979 


Held in MOD 


D/Dao/ /d/Z/D Ft A 


UrO Reports 


1 non 

1980 


Held in MOD 


D/Dd8/7 5/2/5 Ft £5 


Uru Reports 


1980 


Held m MOD 


D/DS8/75/3 


UFOs: Parliamentary 
Correspondence 


1978 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/75/6 Pt A 


TV Discussion on 
UFOs 


1979 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/75/7 Pt A 


Satellite Debris 


1979 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/1 0/209 Pt A 


General Briefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1981 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/ 10/209 Pt B 


General Briefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 1 


1981 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/ 10/209 RC 


General Bnefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1982 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/10/209 Pt D 


General Bnefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1982 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/10/209 Pt E 


General Briefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1983 


Held in MOD 


D/DS8/10/209 Pt F 


General Briefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1984 


Held in MOD 


D/D58/1U/209 Pt O 


General Bnefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1984 


Held ui MOD 


D/D 58/ 10/209/1 Pt A 


General Briefs & 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1983 


Held in MOD 


D/D So/ 10/209/1 PtB 


General Bnefs 
Reports, UFO 
Correspondence 


1984 


Held in MOD 


DfVaof 10/209/1 Pt L 


General Bnets it 
Reports, UFO 
^orresponaence 


1985 


Held in MOD 




uru roiicy 




xieict Ul MUJJ 




uru i\epons 


1 QS^ 


xieia m iviuu 


n/<ifWA^l?/9 Pt"R 


uru xvcpuiLb 


1 Q5K 


xieia in iviuu 


D/SfWA^i9/9 pt r 


uru xveporia 


170D 


tti^M irt A/inn 
xieia in iviUiJ 


D/^eWA^n/9 PlD 


uru ivepurio 


10S7 


rieia in iviuu 


D/^erfA^19/9 PtF 


uru Jtvepuns 


1700 


rieia in muju 




T TFO P pt-knrtc 

uru Jtxcpoitb 


1 QRR 

1700 


rieia in iviuu 


n/^evY a^ai9/9 Pt n 


Uru rvCpUi to 


1 QRQ 


rieia in iviuu 


n/^eWA^M9/9 Pt H 


T TFO P pimrtc 

uru xvcpuitb 


1 oso 
1 yoy 


rieia in muu 


D/Sec(AS)12/2 Pt I 


UFO Renorts 


1990 




D/Sec(AS)12/2 Pt J 


UFO Reports 


1990 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/2PtK 


UFO Reports 


1991 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/2PtL 


UFO Reports 


1992 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/2PtM 


UFO Reports 


1993 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/2PtN 


UFO Reports 


1994 


Held in MOD 





UrVJ Kepofts 


1 QQ? 

LJyj 


Helu in MUD 




urus — Kepon or 
oignimgj xvenaiesiiaiii 

1981 


I70U — Lyyv 


rile iieia in MUJJ 
Released into MOD 

r \Ji JTU.UllUd.LlUI l 

^rhpmp Mm; 700') 

OUiLClIlC 1NUV IAJxjZ, 


D/SecfAS)12/3 Pt A 


UFO C^nrrecjnondpnnp 


1985 


T4p1H in MOD 




TfRO f^tfirrpstifvnrlpnpjp 




nciti in xvykju 


D/Sec(ASH2/3 PtC 


TTFO CVirrp^nonHpnrtf 1 


1987 


nciu ill lviyjij 


D/Sec(ASH2/3 Pt D 


T fRO (^firrp^nrmHpnpp 




JlCiU 111 IVIWL^ 


D/SecfAS^12/3 Pt E 


TIFO C'nrrp^nntiHptif'jp 

l_J A \-/ V^-UIIwQJJI'IIUasIIvAs 


1989 


XlClU 111 lvl\_JLJ 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtF 


tJFO Correroondence 


1989 


Held in Mnn 

ntiu in iviv^JL' 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtG 


UFO Correspondence 


1989 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtI 


UFO CorresDondence 


1991 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 Pt J 


UFO Correspondence 


1992 


HpIH in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtfC 


UFO Correspondence 


1992 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtL 


UFO Correspondence 


1993 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtM 


UFO Correspondence 


1993 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtN 


UFO Correspondence 


1993 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/3 PtO 


UFO Correspondence 


1994-95 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(ASU2/3 PtP 


TJFO CotTe^nondpnnp 


1994-95 


HpM in MOD 

111 1VL\JLJ 


D/Sec(AS)12/3PtQ 


UFO Correspondence 


1994-95 


Held in MOD 


D/Secf AS1I2/3 Pt R 


TTFO CVirrpsnonHpnpp 


1994-95 


HpIH in lVfOn 
nciu in LvixJLj 


D/Sec(AS)12/3PtS 


UFO Correspondence 


1995 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/4PtA 


UFO -Parliamentary 
\^uiicapui mei ivv 


N/K 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/4PtB 


UFO - Parliamentary 
Correspondence 


1995 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/5 


UFOs- Close encounter 
reports, alien entities, 
abductions etc 


1992 


Held in MOD 


D/Sec(AS)12/6 


UFOs - Alleged UFO 
incident- Crash of 
Lightening F6 — 8 Sept 
1970 


1992 
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Section 40 



Your Reference 

Our Reference 

D/DAS/64/3/11 

Date 

13th October 2004 



Dear Dr Clarke 



It was very good to meet you andH In 1 October. |§^||^|}M and myself hope 

you found our discussion useful. ^Jrormseinniur meeting to let you have details of the areas we 
covered at our meeting, together with some further background information to the questions you 
provided in your letter of 25 August. This is attached at Annex A. 

At our meeting you additionally asked whether UrQfiles that are held at The National Archive, 
but not yet available, will be released immediately on 1 January 2005. I have consulted our 
records staff, who advise that this was an FOI initiative by TNA, but it is up to TNA to decide 
when they will release material they hold. We suggest that you look out for announcements by 
TNA. 

also raised a question about whether balloons can be seen on radar and the 



possibilit^f terrorist organisations using balloons to infiltrate UK airspace. I will write to §Jjorv40 
^^^^^Slseparately, but for your information, our radar specialist has advised that there is 
cuircntl^io threat assessment that any terrorist organisation is using balloons. It is possible to 
see balloons on air defence radar, but the radar is configured to ignore objects such as balloons, 
flocks of birds, etc in order to avoid cluttering the radar screen. Civil air traffic radar are able to 
see balloons and will alert air defence staff of any unusual air activity that may be a threat to the 
security of UK airspace. 

Finally, please find enclose a copy of the documents from D/DPR(RAF)326 Part A which were 
outstanding from your earlier request. Personal data has been removed in accordance with the 
Data Protection Act 1998. We are still pursuing the possible release of enclosures 95 and 96 from 
D/AIR DEF/1 1 1/6/4 Part F and I will write to you again as soon as we have a decision. 

I hope this information will help you with any areas that were unclear after our meeting, but if you 
require any further clarification, please let me know. 

Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 



Annex A to D/D AS/64/3/11 
Dated 13th October 2004 



Section (A) MOD Policy and UFOs 

1) Which documents / briefings form the basis of current policy? What is the earliest dated 
document currently used for policy? 

MOD policy on UFOs has not been through periodic formal reviews, but has evolved over many 
years. There is therefore no particular document or instruction which is used by current staff 
when handling UFO reports and correspondence. The policy has changed little over the years and 
has generally been based on two areas of interest. The first, to see if the reports provide any 
evidence that UK airspace may have been compromised by hostile or unauthorised aircraft and 
secondly, to see if they contained any information of value about the performance and threat of 
foreign weapons systems, nuclear, chemical and biological warfare programmes and emerging 
technologies. The policy of routinely examining reports for these reasons remained until 
December 2000 when the Defence Intelligence Staff (DIS) decided that as they had received 
reports for 30 years without any producing anything of interest to them, they no longer wished to 
see them. 

The earliest surviving UFO Policy file dates from 1970-71 and is already available for viewing at 
The National Archives. The earliest file held by DAS dates from 1 985. 

2) Outline of working relationships of the departments / branches responsible for dealing 
with UFO matters the process whereby MOD receives and investigates reports* 

There are now only two departments routinely involved with processing UFO reports. The first of 
these is DAS who is the focal point for matters relating to UFOs and the other is the air defence 
experts whose expertise we call upon on occasion for advice. All UFO reports are handled by 
DAS and are only referred to the air defence staff where DAS feels there may be something of 
interest to them. Staff resources allocated to this task in DAS is 1 .5 people, with supervision by 
an Assistant Director. It forms the lesser part of responsibilities of the Desk Officers, 

3) What factors lay behind DIST decision of October 2000 that they are no longer interested 
in receiving reports? 

DIS staff decided in late 2000 that as they had looked at UFO reports for 30 years and none had 
ever revealed any useful information to them, they no longer wished to see them. 

4) How far are current DAS personnel aware of the past involvement of the MOD in UFO 
matters and how they got involved (is there any form of history describing which secretariat 
was responsible for the subject in the past, etc?) 

The MOD has only a limited interest in UFO sightings and current staff do not study the history 
of the MOD's involvement in UFO matters, nor do they need to in order to process sighting 
reports. When asked questions about the MOD'S past involvement in these matters any surviving 
files of the period are examined in order to give as accurate a reply as possible. 



• 5) Would it be possible to contact previous incumbents of S4(Air) ? DS8 etc for interviews as 
part of this study? 

Civil Servants move posts every few years and it is not our policy to assist individuals to contact 
previous members of this branch. It is for the present incumbent of this post to answer questions 
relating to these matters. 

6) Reasons why MOD are reluctant to take part in public discussion of UFO matters or to 
provide a "spokesperson" for media? 

The MOD'S interest in UFO sightings is limited to the defence of UK airspace from hostile air 
activity, not the exploration of space or the search for life on other planets. Clearly there axe those 
who refuse to believe this and wish instead to believe that the MOD is covering up knowledge of 
alien activity. No amount of public discussion or debate is likely to change this view and the 
MOD does not have the time or resources to get involved in such activity on a subject of limited 
interest. If the media have any questions, they are able to contact the MOD Press Office just as 
they can on any other defence issue. 

7) MOD Publication Scheme and UFOs: what factors led the MOD to accept there was a 
"public interest" in the subject and how they intend to address this. 

The MOD has been aware that there is a public interest in UFO matters for a number of years. 
Until the Freedom of Information Act is introduced in January 2005 all MOD files are subject to 
the Public Records Act 1998 and are generally closed from public viewing for a period of 30 
years after the date of the last enclosure. The Code of Practice on Access to Government 
Information (the Code) is an open government initiative introduced in 1994 (revised in 1997) to 
encourage the provision of information unless its disclosure would be harmful. Until the 
introduction of the FOIA there is no statutory obligation on Government departments to release 
information. The MOD Publication Scheme is part of the introduction of the FOIA and when 
launched in 2002 we saw it as an opportunity to make some of the most frequently requested 
information more widely available. 

8) What is the MOD's view of former incumbents of the 'UFO Desk 5 giving media 
interviews as de facto 'MOD spokesman' when the opinionsexp^essed conflict with those of 
the department? This question refers to your letter to| jof 17 November 2003 
where you state that the Ministry is keen to 'ensure that any personal viewpoint is not 
presented as MOD policy'. 

It would be inappropriate for us to discuss individuals but individuals can express their personal 
views, provided that they make it clear they are not acting in an official capacity, 

9) Nick Pope frequently refers to his time at the UFO desk as being part of "The Project*. 
Was this term ever used for MOD UFO investigations, formally or informally? 

We have never heard of, or seen such a term having ever been used in the MOD, 

10) Does the role that Nick Pope occupied still exist? Is there an unclassified role description 
of that post available? 

I now perform the UFO desk duties previously performed by Nick Pope, My official title is 
Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information and my duties include UFO matters. I am also 
the Freedom of Information focal point for the Air staff. I have one member of staff who assists 
me in these duties. 



I 11) Why in 1995 did Sec(AS)2a EB5BaiEIM mform a member of the public that RAF 
Rudloe Manor / Flying Complaints Flight acted as "a co-ordination point" for UFO reports 
received by the RAF prior to 1992? Why has this matter been previously denied by 
previous incumbents of Sec(as)2a? 

Effl5 a statement in 1995 was correct. Until 1992 the Flying Complaints Flight (FCF), based at 
RAF Rudloe Manor, was the central co-ordination point for any UFO reports made to RAF 
Stations (from whatever source, i.e. members of the public or service personnel). Its function was 
simply to record details and pass the reports directly to Sec(AS)2a. No action was taken on the 
reports by staff in the FCF. The FCF no longer have any involvement in the central collection of 
these reports. We do not know why this might have been denied by previous incumbents of 
Sec(AS)2a but if you would like to show us a specific example we could look at our records to see 
if there is an explanation. 

Section (B) FOIA and archive material 

1) The future of Defence Intelligence files subject to asbestos contamination - what other 
subject areas are affected? 

The Old War Office basement provided accommodation for the storage of files from three MOD 
branches; the Defence Intelligence Staff: the Departmental Records Officer (on behalf of the 
whole MOD) and the Air Historical Branch. All of the affected files have now been removed to 
another defence facility and a Project Board has been set up to consider options for the future of 
this information. No decisions have been made at this time. 

2) Future preservation of UFO files and destruction of files - possibility of storage in 
electronic formats. 

All MOD files are reviewed by the Departmental Record Officer at various times during their life 
and can be destroyed depending on whether they are considered to be of continuing administrative 
historical value. A list of those selected for possible preservation is sent to The National Archives 
(TNA) for approval. Electronic records are only just being created so it is too soon to consider 
preservation of these at TNA. We expect, however, that they will follow a similar review process 
to paper documents. 

3) How applications for access to UFO files held by MOD and MOD archives will proceed 
after January 2005 under FOIA. 

Under the FOIA requests for information must be made in a permanent form (ie. Letter or e-mail, 
not telephone) and must contain a name and postal address for a reply. Responses will be handled 
in a similar way to those processed under the Code. 

4) Status and titles of files currently in process of transfer from the MOD to TNA - possible 
dates of transfer etc. 

Please refer to the table I handed to you at our meeting. This shows the UFO files which are 
currently going through the review process before transfer to TNA. This can be a lengthy process 
involving review by the MOD records officers and approval, cataloguing, and collection by TNA. 
It is therefore impossible for us to say exactly when they will be available at TNA. 



5) Issue of payment for processing of files subsequently made available via the MOD 
publication scheme. 



Until the FOIA comes into force in January 2005, the MOD will continue to operate in 
accordance with the Code. The Code charging regime was designed to ensure that while 
providing information requested, we are not creating an extra burden on the taxpayer. The charge 
reflects staff time and resources which are being used to provide the information for individual 
requests. The purpose of the Publication Scheme is to enable the Department to make frequently 
requested information widely available. Information is released into the Scheme in classes. 
Information released in response to individual Code requests is not automatically added to the 
Publication Scheme, but it is possible that some of this released information may be included in 
future classes in the Scheme, if appropriate. We currently have no plans to refund fees paid for 
work carried out specifically for individual requests under the Code. The charging reeime under 
the FOIA has yet to be finalised. & & & 

6) Status of air intelligence and scientific intelligence files currently withheld under 
Section 3(4) of the Public Record Act in context of FOIA. 

Section 3(4) of the Public Records Act allows Government departments (with the permission of 
the Lord Chancellor) to retain records in the department beyond the 30 year point, where the 
record has been selected for TNA, but contains information which is still too sensitive for release. 
All of the DIS records which currently fit this description are subject to asbestos contamination 
If these records are requested under the FOIA and there is no process in place to handle them 
safely - Health and Safety will be cited as grounds for non-compliance with the FOIA. Records 
retained under Section 3(4) after 1 January 2005 (which have not been contaminated) will be 
subject to the FOIA and can only be withheld in accordance with an FOIA exemption. 

7) Possible location of pre-1962 UFO records: the issue of "missing files" that are actually 
misplaced within other files with titles that do not reflect their UFO content. 

The department does not hold any UFO files which date before 1962. Any surviving DAS files of 
this period are already open in TNA. Of course it is always possible that documents may have 
been placed on inappropriate or seemingly unrelated files in the past and that those files have been 
retained in the Department for more than 30 years. There is, however, no way of identifying such 
documents, if indeed they exist. However, MOD records staff are aware of the public interest in 
UFOs and look out for any UFO related documents when reviewing the files. 

8) Missing Records: The possible file location of the 1955 report on "Flying Saucers" by 
DDIfTech) to ACAS(I) referred to in Parliamentary papers of Major Sir Patrick Wall held 
at Hull University? 

The Departmental Records Organisation have confirmed that the Department does not hold any 
relevant file. 

Section ( C ) Radar systems and detections of UFOs 

1) Is it not a matter of concern that radar systems are contrived to ignore returns outside 
the parameters of known aircraft technology? 

No. There is currently no suggestion or credible evidence (either here in the UK or from the 
international community) that there is any extra-terrestrial activity that poses a threat to UK 
national security. 



A 2) Does MOD maintain separate records of unidentified radar incidents and which 
department performs analysis of these? 

MOD does not maintain separate records of unidentified Air Defence radar incidents. This is due 
to the fact that there are no known incidents of the Air Defence radar or the Ballistic Missile Early 
Warning System (BMEWS) detecting any object whose origin could not be explained. Air 
Defence radar plot data is archived for 30 days before it is overwritten. This is a flight safety 
requirement and is not related to concerns about unexplained radar sightings. BMEWS data is 
archived for 1 days before being overwritten. If radar operators did have any concerns, the radar 
could be "played back" and analysed by the local operational and technical subject matter experts. 
If this proved inconclusive, the data could be passed to specialist radar technical experts or the 
radar manufacturer. However, no such incidents have been recorded so this procedure has never 
been needed to be formalised or utilised* 

3) Given ambiguous nature of unidentified radar incidents from 1950s why were detailed 
records from this period destroyed? 

The MOD is only required to keep records until the desk officer responsible for the subject 
believe that they have no further administrative or operational value. As there has never been any 
suggestion or credible evidence that there was any extra-terrestrial activity that posed a threat to 
national security, the records would probably been destroyed under normal 'housekeeping' 
guidelines. 

4) How many such incidents on record in recent years and what action was taken? 

There are no records of any unidentified radar incidents in recent years. 
Section (D) UFO incidents 

1) Rendlesham Forest incident; a) what specific factors led to release of the file: b) to whom 
was it first released; c) when will the original file be available for scrutiny at TNA? 

You were the first person to request a copy of the Rendlesham file in accordance with the Code 
and this led to the release of the file. Once other members of the public became aware that the file 
had been released, we received further requests for a copy of the released documents, so when the 
FOI Publication Scheme was launched in November 2000 we saw this as an opportunity to make 
these documents more widely available. With regard to the original documents on the 
Rendlesham Forest incident, I must inform you that MOD files can be reviewed at any time 
during their life, but can only be retained for a maximum of 30 years after the latest enclosure. It 
is normal practice to conduct the final review at the 25 year point. The last enclosure on the 
Rendlesham file is dated 1994, so the file could be reviewed in 2019 (if not sooner) and if selected 
for TNA it may be available at anytime after that date. 

2) Photographic cases: what (if any) criteria do they apply to decide whether or not they 
should examine a photo? 

We do not receive many photographs, but any that are sent to us are shown to our air defence 
experts to see if they show anything of interest to them. In the case of Mr Birch's photograph, 
which you mentioned at our meeting, he had clearly gone to a great deal of trouble himself, 
having his camera and film both examined by photographic experts, so exceptionally we decided 
to see if the our Image Analysts could provide any additional information. 



• 3) Reports by Civil Aviation pilots: how many in recent years and what procedures are 
followed to investigate these* 

All reports are filed in the order in which they are received, not by the source of the report and 
therefore we do not keep separate records of those from civil pilots. Any reports received from 
civilian pilots would be passed to our air defence experts to see if they judge that they contain 
anything of defence significance. 

4) Reports by Air Force and other personnel: How many in recent years? 

As above, separate records are not kept, 

5) Total numbers and most likely explanation for UFO reports received within last three 
years* 

Total number of reports received: 2001 - 203 

2002 = 100 

2003 = 99 

2004 - 68 (as at 30 September 2004) 

The MOD only examines UFO reports to see if they contain anything of defence significance. 
We do not attempt to identify the precise nature of each reported sighting. 
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UNIDENTI FIED AFRTAT, PHENOMENA - POLICY 

Ref A: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 13 May 97. 

1 . Thank you for your minute and your observations. 

2. UFO/UAP . I note that you will continue to use the term "UFO" and 
appreciate your logic. We prefer to use the term UAP internally to DI(ST) since I 
believe that it more accurately describes the topic. 

3. DIS Interests . - Your existing policy statement is already classified 
RESTRICTED - POLICY and I believe that mis is adequate to cover my suggested 
minor amendment. In dealing with the public I would expect you to continue to use 
me expression "anything of defence significance". 

4. Archive. By archive I meant your UFO report files since I assumed that you 
retain files to assist m answering questions from the public. My proposal was meant 
to indicate that once the database was established we would not retain any paper 
reports. I do not envisage that tins practice would impose any additional work on 
your department. 

5. Database/Customers. DSc(Air) TG 3 and 4 strongly support our proposed 
initiative. If DAO still have no interest in any data-basing of material then I will 
support the minor costs involved from within my own budget. I am still prepared 
to include any minor DAO requirements if they do not have a significant effect on 



costs. 



6. I hope that my comments have assisted in your understanding of my 
intentions. I have no wish to "send the public a misleading message" and I will (as 
always in the DIS) take appropriate steps to ensure that the public do not become 
aware of this minor project. 
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' UNIDENTIFIED FT. yiNG OBJECTS' - POT.Trv 

Reference: D/DIST/11/10 dated 25th April 1997 

Interesf ^™ te * S6tting ° Ut the DIS 

} • 1 was grateful for your detailed comment* t -h^nv ■ 
be helpful if I list my observations on S In the saSe ordSi 9ht 
(paragraph numbers in brackets in bold rSS to your minu?e?? 

^T*Ti?nT ? Say J? at you would Prefer the term 'UAP- rather than 

91 <P ara 2 )- Presentationally this would give us son,^ 
problems. To the vast majority of the public - and i ? ft ^ 
public we deal with - 'UFO' with all iti ' e^trat*?™^ i ^ 
connotations is the only one they recognisl «J tal 

interested in the difference and, to avoid any mire Son 
m their minds, we shall continue with °UFO'? confusion 

l»D'I^n?^?vjft5%^ amendin 9 the Policy statement on 
int*J«?J ^ t0 lnc Ji? de your own specific areas of 
i?™f?K ? oweve £' the curren t wording 'anything of defence 

Dubfii £V 8ed * ln res P° nse to PQs, letters from the 

public, the media etc. We need to be quite sure that tw a 

lit vou co^In? f° , f ° rtUne in - Saying 

wfri*?S ? onte ?t fc ? ha Y e vour interests promulgated more 
widely given the inevitable questioning that will follow? 

th a f I J a h 3 f,! SUre y ° U ^ a S We to ? are alwa y £ careful to say 
that we have an open mind on this issue (para 4). 

l : «»,f? r the fu J ur f we shall copy to you (and DAO) only those 
sighting reports falling into the three categories set out in 
my minute to A0AD1 of 2nd April (D/Sec(AS)/64/l ) (p«a ™ 
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e. You say (para 6) that you need an adequate refers* 
system for information culled from report! and intend a 
^S a £ 6 ' a "*it "at You have not yet determined how it 
might be achieved, and that incorporating retrospect? vi 

future? Either way, I am concerned that you fJ^our rSviS 
on our archive because you do not say what this SSht eKSfl 

vSnr wn^ afr ?^? ere - are n0 Sec(AS > resources to^sSpport 
your work, if there is a DIS requirement for access t-n 

inS^n erial 1 thlnk " SeDse for SlS^mSi, the 

f . Returning to the subject of a database (para 71 von 

n?na^T S r «^ r ~°t« ^ need considering Ilk propose 
a single framework, sharing responsibility for data entrv 
However, AOAD1 has said they have no requirement for a Y> 
database (D/DAO/1/13 dated 25th March, para li? \S as I 
made clear in my reply to him, Sec (AS) has no need of one 
either, it would be helpful to know who else migSt be a 
customer given Sec(AS)«s role as the MOD focal point for this 
subject, and what 'shared resources' might be used to 
implement the plan. Sec (AS) has neithe? staff nor monev for 
this purpose and, I think, DAO is similarly constrained! 

3. I am sorry for the length of this note but we do all need t-n 
SL3 U i te K° lear What ' as a department, we are doing and why We 
need to be very careful about expanding 'UFO' business and" 

of 6 £on^ ? S ? ding . the ? Ublic a m ^leadiEg message a£out ?£e' extent 
?Ln2 D 'S lnterest ". Of course, should Government policy on this 

acceding?? 6 ' " * lU reVieW th * 6Xtent ° f our involvement 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAT. PHENOMENA OJAP1 - POLTCY 
References 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 Jan 97 

B. D/DIST/1 1/10 dated 3 Feb 97 

C. D/DAO/1/13 dated 25 Mar 97 

D. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 2 Apr 97 

E. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 22 Apr 97 

1 . My apologies firstly for not responding sooner to your minutes at Ref. Unfortunately it 
took much longer than expected, at the time of my holding reply, to recover from a number of staff 
changes and to give the subject sufficient attention against other priorities. I am pleased that we 
should have this debate since at present there is a significant mismatch between our assumed 
responsibilities and our ability to resource them. 

Policy 

2. Referring to the policy stated in your initial minute (Ref A Annex paras 1 & 2) an 
immediate difficulty arises over the use of the term 'UFO'. This term is discredited in some circles 
and I think that consistent use of UAP would be much more satisfactory. This would then avoid 
an immediate association with 'extraterrestrial' phenomena and the difficulty which arises in trying 
to distinguish whether events are 'extraterrestrial' or not, a judgement which we are strictly 
incapable of making. While analysis may enable MoD to identify some phenomena, those that 
remain are by definition 'unidentified' rather than 'extraterrestrial'. 

3 . ^ You queried at Ref A para 3a the extent of DIST interest in UFO reports. We agree that 
MoD's interest has to be related to defence significance but this is not solely to determine whether 




REDACTION ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



REDACTION ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



the UK ADR is breached, as implied by the parenthetical text in your Annex, para 2. DIST's role 
in support of customer requirements is to assess all source intelligence on foreign weapon systems 
and science & technology with military relevance. We have the responsibility to decide which 
sources are most appropriate and how they should be weighted for assessments. We regard UAP 
as a source, akin in some respects to human reporting not least in that the phenomena are reported 
by people and may not be fiilly appreciated or understood at the time. This intelligence interest 
needs to be explicitly covered in the policy statement and we propose that your Annex oara 2 
should read: ' 

'MoD's interest in 'UAP' is limited to examining reported sightings to establish if such activity 
might have a defence significance, viz: 

a. whether the UKADR has been breached; 

b. what intelligence is revealed on military capabilities of other countries; 

c. whether scientific and technical information of military significance is revealed.' 
Arrangements 

4. Referring to your Annex, para 4, in the light of the above we do not consider that MoD can 
have no interest in extraterrestrial matters and needs to keep an open mind on whether 
'unidentified' phenomena may have significance. Additionally the lack of evidence to date in the 
DIS on the extraterrestrial hypothesis has to reflect the fact that we have not carried out any 
analysis. Effectively the UAP source is unproven for DIST purposes, a situation of concern even 
if we never expect it to be as reliable or valuable as other sources. Two principles therefore arise: 

Reports 

5. Firstly DIST needs to continue to receive reports in order to make the judgements at para 
3b and 3c above. It seems probable that only credible sources are likely to provide enough 
information for a substantive analysis and we are therefore prepared to constrain ourselves to 
receive reports in the categories at RefD, para 2. 

Analysis 

6. Secondly DIST needs to have an adequate system in order to reference the information. 
In line with developing practices for other source intelligence we need a reliable system for the 
retention and analysis of data. Hitherto the paper records have been much too unwieldy for 
effective action leading to the failing noted above. The proposed filtering of reports will reduce 
the volume considerably and we need to take the opportunity to initiate a database now. How we 
do this remains to be decided. Our resources are heavily over-bid but it seems essential that we 
establish the database in order to reduce subsequent analysis effort to the minimum. The extent 
to which we incorporate retrospective reports into the database depends on the resource costs. 
At best we would aim to apply the proposed filters in order to reduce the task to manageable 
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proportions. Concurrently we have to decide whether it should be DIS policy to retain the other 
reports or rely on your own archive. I favour the latter. Once the database is established and 
populated we would commission a limited analysis to determine whether reports possess any 
intelligence, S&T value or discernible patterns (locations, features, performance) and establish the 
residue of significant unidentified events. 



we 



7. This requirement for a database needs to be considered alongside DAO's interests and 
should aim to develop a single framework and decide how to share the responsibility for data entry 

Action 

8. We therefore propose to: 

a. plan in conjunction with DAO and customers how to achieve the database; 

b. implement the plan, sharing resources if appropriate; 

c. conduct, in DIST, a limited analaysis of events; 

d. review the situation once the database is accessible and no later than 12 months hence. 
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Dear Dr Clarke 

I am pleased to hear that you and 



Section 40 



found our meeting helpful. 



With regard to the items for discussion you sent prior to the meeting, I hope you will 
appreciate that BBfflBfiEill and 1 are not radar experts or records officers, so in order to 
answer your questions as fully as possible, we consulted with our colleagues and prepared 
some notes to assist us. As promised at the meeting, I will write to you shortly giving full 
answers to all of these questions which I hope will clear up any areas that remain unclear. I 
will also include answers to the additional questions that were raised at the meeting. If 
following this, however, you have any further questions, please let me know. 

I now have clearance for the release of the documents from D/DPR(RAF)326 Part A which 
were outstanding from your earlier request and these will be enclosed with my letter. We are 
still pursuing the release of enclosures 95 and 96 from 

D/AIR DEF/1 11/6/4 Part F and I will write to you separately about these. I apologise for the 
length of time this is taking. 

Finally, if you would like to inform me of the discrepancies regarding the list of files provided 
at the meeting and that which was sent to you earlier this year, I will discuss this with our 
records department. 

Yours sincerely, 
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From; David Clarke [mailto 
Se nt: 07 October 2004 10:4^ 

Subject: Meeting on 1 October 
7 October 2004 

Dear EBBflBliBiB and «^*U»liC'ff 
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and I felt was a most interesting and 



I am writing to thank you for what| 
productive 

meeting last Friday concerning our research into the MoD's interest in UFOs. We are grateful 
for allowing time for such a length ly and frank discussion. 



I hope that having had the chance to discuss the nature of our interest that you will have more 
of an insight into purpose and direction of our research. 

As I was not able to record the proceedings my notes of what was said are patchy and 
incomplete, 

as 1 expected they would be in those circumstances. 



It was my impression that during the meeting you were referring to specific written answers 
prepared 

in advance in order to provide responses to at least some of the questions. I therefore intend 
to send ^^^^^^ 

my notes to EEBHBRKil lin the near future and request elucidation of some questions that 
were 

inaquately covered by my notes. One section of the questions (C - 'Radar detection') 
appeared to 

require a fuller response from specialist staff that was not available during the meeting. 



In addition, having examined the list of files (Annexe A) provided, I have identified a number 
of 

discrepancies between this list and the list of files from 1976 to present that was supplied 
on request earlier this year. 

I wilt address these points in more detail in my letter. 

In the meantime thank you for your assistance and please be assured that the meeting will 
receive no publicity and the material provided will be used for research only. 

Yours sincerely, 

Dr David Clarke 



Further questions raised bv Dr Clarke and 
meeting with DAS staff - 1 October 2004 



Section 40 



Dr Clarke - Will files that are currently held at TNA, but are not yet available to 
the public (ie less than 30 years old) be released on 1 January 2005? 

|- Can radar see balloons and if not, has the MOD considered 
that terrorist may use balloons to infiltrate UK airspace. 
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Britain's Roswell? 



P 



■ 3 C / 



Would the release of official documents relating to the Rendlesham Forest incident reveal that a UFO really 
Dr David Clarke investigates. 



THERE ARE TWO basic categories of UFO-lore: alien 
abductions and conspiracies. Central to the UFO-lore 
is belief in a conspiracy by "the Government" - and pri- 
marily those of the USA and UK — to withhold the 
"secret truth" from the general public. This "truth" 
being an admission that the authorities have proof of 
the alien presence on earth, in the form of the wreckage 
of a spacecraft and the bodies of its crew. The ultimate 
expression of this modern legend is the Roswell inci- 
dent, but the idea of an official cover-up has become 
widespread in popular culture. The "landed Martians" 
is such a well known story that it was included in 
Professor Jan Brunvands list of modern legends about 
Governments in his book, The Choking Doberman, 

... there are similarities between 
UFO cover-up narratives and 
modern legends such as the 
Vanishing Hitch-hiker 

Brunvand says he received a lot of angry letters for 
comparing UFO cover-ups with urban legends. Indeed, 
many "serious UFOlogists" are horrified at attempts to 
study these stories as the modern equivalents of fairy 
tales and ancient legends. However, there are similari- 
ties between UFO cover-up narratives and modern leg- 
ends such as the Vanishing Hitch-hiker: stories heard as 
rumour and gossip. Those who pass on the story believe 
it really happened to a friend of a friend, and the story 
is given immediacy and legitimacy by the inclusion of 
'real' names and places. With the arrival of the Internet, 
new versions spread with dizzying speed around the 
world, spawning new variations upon the original 
theme. 

While Roswell is the seminal story, the Rendlesham 
incident is often cited as 'Britain s Roswell/ They 
are composed of two distinct entities: the popular 
myth and the few certain facts. In both cases, the 
two constituents have taken an independent life of 
their own, and continue to grow apart in ever more 
distant directions. 

Central to the Rendlesham incidents is the testi- 
mony of a group of USAF security policemen who 
reported mysterious lights outside the perimeter of RAF 
Woodbridge, in Suffolk, on two occasions in December 
1980. The most senior officer was USAF Lt Col (later 



Col) Charles Halt, who was the Deputy Base 
Commander of RAF Woodbridge. It was Halt who pre- 
pared an official memorandum summarizing these inci- 
dents for the attention of the British Ministry of 
Defence (MoD). At that time, Woodbridge and its twin 
base at Bentwaters were tenanted by USAF as part of 
their air defence responsibilities in Europe. Halt was, at 
face value, an experienced officer who was held in high 
regard by his superiors. 




Conspiracy theories have long been one of the basic categories of 
UFO-lore 



The Ministry of Defence and the 
Rendlesham incident 

UFOlogists first learned that a UFO incident had 
occurred in the forest adjoining the twin RAF bases at 
Bentwaters-Woodbridge early in 1981. Although the 
bases were loaned to the United States Air Force 
(USAF) responsibility for events offbase - and indeed 
defence of surrounding UK airspace - rested with the 
MoD. Almost immediately, speculation was rife in the 
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Is "the Government" really withholding the "secret truth" from the public concerning crashed UFQs? 



UFO community about an official cover-up* 

In 1980 an air staff secretariat known as Defence 
Secretariat 8 (DS8) were the only Government agency 
officially acknowledged as having an interest in UFO 
reports. Policy documents released at the Public Record 
Office (PRO) reveal that UFOs were the lowest prior- 
ity among the many other operational duties handled 
by DS8. A single member of staff (usually an Executive 
Office or Higher Executive Officer, both junior posts) 
spent a small proportion of his or her time examining 
reports received, purely for evidence of "defence signif- 
icance" (i.e. for evidence that the UFOs were intruder 
aircraft). Essentially this policy remained unchanged 
since 1958 when DS8 s predecessor S4 (Air) accepted 
responsibility for responding to all inquiries concerning 
UFOs. On accepting the burden, a senior civil servant 
suggested that in response to questions on the subject 
they should Tor the most part be politely unhelpful." 

There has been much speculation in UFO circles 
that DS8 and its successors was merely a "shop win- 
dow" for a more covert MoD investigation team. PRO 
records suggest this perception is the result of a misun- 
derstanding. Since 1958 S4 (Air) and later DS8 rou- 
tinely copied all the reports they received to two other 
military and scientific branches of MoD. These are a 
defence intelligence unit, DI 55, and an RAF Ground 



Environment branch who are responsible for the air 
defence radar. Records show that neither were inter- 
ested in UFOs outside of a limited defence remit, and 
rarely made inquiries of their own in recent years. 

The MoD has historically said little or nothing in 
public concerning the extent and nature of their UFO 
investigations. Their policy of playing down the subject 
was in sharp contrast with the USAF, who maintained 
a highly public UFO project (Blue Book) until 1969. 
Even after the closure of Blue Book, American 
UFOlogists were able to use their country's Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) to obtain access to documents 
produced by a variety of official agencies. It was via the 
US FOIA in 1983 that a copy of Col Halt's memo was 
obtained by an American UFOlogist, and released into 
the public domain. 

Britain is set to receive a partial FOIA in January 
2005. Until recendy, it was impossible to obtain infor- 
mation from the MoD concerning what they did, or 
did not, know about specific UFO reports. The 
Ministry maintained that all correspondence with 
members of the public was confidential, and files could 
only be released after the 30 years had passed under the 
Public Record Act. Under the current ( 30 year rule' files 
on the Rendlesham Forest incident would not have 
been made public until 2011. 



18 



The SKEPTIC 



When UFOlogist Jenny Randies, with Brenda Butler 
and Dot Street, began to investigate the story early in 
1 98 1, they were informed that Halt's report was "passed 
to staff concerned with air defence matters who were 
satisfied that there was nothing of defence interest in 
the alleged sightings." From 1981 until 2001 this 
bland statement remained the standard official response 
to all inquiries about the incident. While adequate for 
media and public consumption, it encouraged some 
UFOlogists to believe a cover-up was under way 

As Britain did not have a Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA), little progress could be made with the 
Ministry of Defence until very recendy In 1994 a Code 
of Practice for Access to Government Information was 
introduced that provided limited access to material 
closed under the 30-year rule* Paradoxically, although 
the UFOlogists who were pro- 
moting the case claimed they 
were determined to discover 
"the truth" about Rendlesham, 
until 2001 no one made use of 
the new legislation to request 
access to official records. 
During the research for my 
book Out of the Shadows 
(Clarke & Roberts, 2002), I 
made an application under the 
Code for access to records that 
were relevant to the case. 

In May 2001 the contents of 
an MoD Air file - 1 50 pages in 
length - were released. The file 
was unclassified and contained 
nothing secret' or 'top secret' 
as the UFOlogists had claimed. 
Five documents were initially 
withheld, two on the grounds 
of "defence, security and inter- 
national relations" and three 
briefing documents because 
they contained "internal opin- 
ion, advice, recommendation 
and deliberation." Speculation 

was immediately rife within the UFO community 
about the nature of their contents. One magazine edi- 
tor declared they were withheld because they contained 
"top secret 5 * information about the case, or revealed the 
much sought-after "smoking gun." 

All five documents have now been released on 
appeal, the first two in October 2001 and the remain- 
ing briefings early in 2003. They contained nothing 
remotely "top secret" and the reasons for their reten- 
tion had more to do with civil service bureaucracy 
than they had with the desire to conceal any "secret 
truth/* Their significance lay in the mystery that sur- 
rounded their content. 



The Smoking Gun? 

Jenny Randies acknowledges that the file "tells us much 
more about the MoD than it does about the events in 
Rendlesham Forest." A small amount of material 
relates to the official investigation of Halts report - if it 
can be so described - between 1981 and 1983. The vast 
majority of its content consists of long and often 
tedious correspondence between Sec(AS)2, the MoD 
secretariat which replaced DS8, and members of the 
public between 1982 and 1994. The later material doc- 
uments the MoD s often tenuous attempts to avoid 
answering specific questions and its desire to avoid 
unwelcome publicity on the subject. 

The file contains evidence that the MoD were not 
officially aware of the incident until DS8 received a 
copy of Lt Col Halt s memo, forwarded by the British 




While the alleged UFO crash at RosweU is the seminal story, the Rendlesham incident is often cited as 
'Britain's RosweW. 

base commander, early in January 1981. By the time 
action was taken - in the form of circulating the paper- 
work to other branches - a month had passed and "the 
scent was cold." In February checks were made with the 
radar cameras at Eastern Radar (RAF Watton) and the 
Central Reporting Centre at RAF Neatishead in 
Norfolk. This found "no entry in respect of unusual 
radar returns or other unusual occurrences.*' 

Unfortunately, on both occasions the MoD were 
reliant upon the dates of 27 and 29 December for the 
UFO events in Rendlesham Forest supplied by Col 
Halt in his memo. Both dates were incorrect, a mistake 
that could have been easily rectified. All the evidence 
suggests no follow-up request was ever made to Halt or 
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his USAF superiors by the MoD. This lack of official 
interest was confirmed by the Group Captain Neil 
Colvin responsible for Air Defence at MoD in 1 98 1 . In 
a letter dated 3 February 2003 he wrote: K l remember 
the alleged sightings by US airmen at Bentwaters [sic]. 
I recall that we could not explain them but were very 
sceptical of the reports. We were not privy to the actual 
evidence of the sightings by the personnel concerned, 
nor did we have the opportunity to interview the indi- 
viduals involved/ 

Cover-up or Cock-up? 

Possibly the most astounding revelation contained in 
the file is that it was not until 1983 - two years after 
the events — that the MoD obtained the correct dates. 
These were supplied not by the USAF but came from a 
member of the public! Shortly after Halts memo was 
published by the News of the World astronomer Ian 
Ridpath made inquiries with Suffolk Police and was 
able to confirm from their records the correct date for 
the initial sighting by the airmen, Ridpath wrote to 
advise DS8 on 14 November 1983 that police had first 
been called to the scene in Rendlesham forest at 4.11 
am on 26 December 1980. He added: 'They said that 
all they could see was the the lighthouse [at 
Orfbrdness]. They were called out again at 1 030am on 
Dec 26 to examine the reported landing marks. There 
seems little doubt that the date of Dec 27 given in Col. 
Halts letter is wrong. This also casts doubt on the sec- 
ond date he gives for the later events." 

As a result of this, DS8 wrote to the RAF Base 
Commander, Squadron Leader Donald Moreland, ask- 
ing if he could re-check the dates. Moreland s reply 
dated 25 November 1983, compounded the errors and 
demonstrated the complete lack of interest the MoD 
had in the events of 1980. He wrote: "The incident is 
now almost 3 years old and no one here remembers it 
clearly. All we have is Lt Col. Halts letter dated 13 
January 1981." 

This was hardly the "smoking gun" imagined by the 
UFOlogists. If an event of world-changing status had 
occurred at the base just two years earlier it was odd 
that "no one here remembers it clearly.* 

A similar lack of interest related to claims of higher 
than expected levels of radiation recorded by Col. Halt 
in the area of the forest visited by the UFOs. Early in 
1981 the MoD asked its defence intelligence specialists 
to comment on the data recorded in Lt Col. Halts 
memo, but made no attempt to establish independent 
confirmation of them. R.C. Moorcroft at DI 52, 
responding to DS8 on 23 February 1981 to the ques- 
tion, noted: "Background radioactivity varies consider- 
ably due to a number of factors ... If you wish to pur- 
sue this further I could make enquiries as to natural 
background levels in the area." There is nothing to sug- 
gest any further action was taken. 

The radioactivity issue was not raised again until 



1 994 when Nick Pope, who was then Executive Officer 
at Sec(AS) 2, took the matter up with Giles Cowling at 
the Defence Radiological Protection Service, a branch 
of the Governments Defence Evaluation Research 
Agency (DERA). Pope's hand-written notes of his dis- 
cussion with Cowling, dated 15 April 1994, form the 
last enclosure in the file. Pope - who subsequendy 
described these notes as "the first and only official 
investigation into this aspect of the case" - ends with 
the comment "The level of 0.1 is completely harmless." 

Oddly in the light of his own hand-written reserva- 
tions, by 1996 Pope was describing the alleged radia- 
tion traces as "the most tangible proof that something 
extraordinary happened there [Rendlesham Forest.]" 
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The USAFs highly public Project Blue Book stands in sharp contrast 
to the British Ministry of Defences attitude of playing down any inter- 
est in UFOs " * * 



'UFO Lands In Suffolk - that's official!' 

In October 1983 the News of the World broke the story 
contained in Lt CoL Halts memo and the MoD Press 
Office began to receive calls from the worlds media, 
DS8 prepared what it called a "Defensive Press Line* 
anticipating the questions that might be asked. The 
most amusing comment noted that the MoD and 
USAF "both referred callers to the other ... [this] will 
have done nothing but confirm suspicions held in 
UFO circles that we are engaged in a cover-up." 

When in 1984 the retired head of DS8, Ralph 
Noyes, contacted his former colleagues to ask for clari- 
fication of their position he had to send two reminders 
before receiving a standard reply. This delay con- 
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tributed to Noyes increasingly public pro-UFO stance 
and by 1987 be came to believe that the MoD had 
indeed lied about the incident* He was joined by a for- 
mer Chief of Defence Staff, Admiral Lord Hill-Norton. 
The Admiral, who became a UFO believer in retire- 
ment, also took up the case and reached the same con- 
clusion. Ironically, whilst supporting the idea of a high 
level conspiracy, the Admiral asks us to believe that he 
was not part of it, and that the subject "never once 
crossed his desk" during his service as CDS! 

The most recent MoD briefing on the Rendlesham 
Forest case contained in the file was compiled by 
Britain s self-styled Fox Mulder, Nick Pope, in 1994. In 
this Pope followed the standard MoD line that "no evi- 
dence was found of any threat to the defence of the 
United Kingdom and no further investigations were 
carried out ... no further information has come to light 
which alters our view that the sightings of these lights 
was of no defence significance ...in the absence of any 
hard evidence, the MOD remains open-minded about 
these sightings. * 

Pope served the standard three years as a junior offi- 
cer with Sec (AS) 2 from 1991-94. After leaving this 
post he produced a book, Open Skies Closed Minds that 
took a pro-UFO stance. He maintains there was no 
cover-up of the Rendlesham incident but rather "a lack 
of action" by the MoD. In 2000 he provided the 
forward to Georgina Brunfs book on the Rendlesham 
incident, You Cant Tell the People. Although this books 
author strongly believes in a cover-up by the British and 
US Governments, Pope failed to appreciate the contra- 
diction in his stance. During an interview I recorded with 
Pope in 2001 it became clear that he had abandoned the 
objective viewpoint he displayed whilst working for the 
MoD. When asked for his current belief about what hap- 
pened at Rendlesham he told us: 

*As you know, despite the fact that I am a non-con- 
spiracy theorist and a rational guy, you know that I am 
a believer in the Extraterrestrial Hypothesis and I will 
go with the ETH on this one. Am I allowed to give my 
answer as an extraterrestrial spacecraft? That's the 
answer Vm going with on this case." 

Conclusion 

As the MoD maintained from the very beginning, there 
is nothing in the file to support claims that a cover-up 
had taken place to hide evidence of UFO landings in 
Suffolk, Rather than being a "smoking gun" the file 
contents chart the growth of a modern legend from 
birth to full maturity. As is the case with Roswell, the 
established facts have only a loose connection with the 
mythology that has grown up around the case in the 
UFO literature. 

Folklore and UFO-lore share the same kind of evi- 
dence: the testimony of narrators describing extraordi- 
nary experiences. In UFO-lore reports made by military 



witnesses, particularly senior officers, are accredited 
special status* The existence of official documents 
describing extraordinary events is the UFOlogical 
equivalent of the "holy grail." This is where the circular 
arguments that bedevil UFO-lore begin. 

The UFOlogists want to know the truth about a baf- 
fling subject and because the Government is involved it 
is assumed, wrongly, that it must know all the answers. 
From the standpoint of believers in alien visitors, all 
that has to be done is to force the Government to 
release "the truth" and the UFO reality would be estab- 
lished to even/ones satisfaction. Unfortunately, to use 
the words of Daniel Webster, "There is nothing so pow- 
erful as the truth and often nothing as strange." When 
information is not forthcoming, or when it is released 
but does not provide the conclusive evidence demanded 
by believers, a deeper cover-up is suspected and so the 
argument becomes a circular one. 

The idea of an official cover-up of the Rendlesham 
Forest UFO incident is belief-driven and can never be 
disproved, only proved. 

Official sources: 

The MoD s policy towards UFO reports is oudined in 
three files available at the Public Record Office under 
these references: 

DEFE 31/118: UFO Policy 1954-63 
DEFE 31/119: UFO Policy 1967 
AIR 2/19086: UFO Policy 1970-75 

The contents of the MoD file on the Rendlesham 
UFO incident, file reference D(Sec)AS/ 12/21, has 
been made available online under the ministry s FOIA 
Publication Scheme at: http:Htuww.mod.uk/linked_fil 
es/publications/foi/ufb/ufbfiUpartl.pdf 

Selected documents and analysis by the author can 
be found at: http://tuunu.flyinffaticery.com/Rendlaham 
/index, htm 
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Annex A,^ 

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - FILES NOT YET TRANSFERRED (i.e. awaiting transfer J ^> / 
and /or listing) - AS AT 1 3 September 2004 



Already open 




105 


To be released 






2005 


13 




2006 


9 




2007 


13 




2008 


11 




2009 


1 6 




Awaiting Transfer 


9 




Awaiting 
Listing /transfer 


34 




Stored at Feltham 1 


1 




Retained S3(4) 2 


1 




Too soon for TNA 3 


1 




Total carried over 




98 


Total identified 
(released / unreleased) 




203 



The National Archives: 
Letter Code and piece number 


Date 


Description of piece 


Former reference 


DEFE 1 3 Private Office Papers 








1184 


1977 


Richard Luce MP; J Glover - UFOs 
(ALTHOUGH PREPARED ^OR TNA FILE ttAS BEEN 
ISOLATED DUE W.nSSTORAGE WITH FILES 


AF/JW562/77 
MR/12554 


Piece number to be allocated 
(TBA) 


1976 


Sir John Langford-Holt MO M J Hessessy- UFO 
Enquiry 


AF/&J 84/76 


TBA 


1976 


Dr Coleman JP Mr R J Whitrow - UFO Enquiry 


AF/BY76/76 


DEFE 1 9 MINISTRY OF 
DEFENCE: CENTRAL DEFENCE 
SCIENTIFIC STAFF and 
predecessors: REGISTERED 
FILES (CSA, AE 1 and A SERIES) 
and PAPERS 








9 


1 948 - 1 960 


Scientific intelligence. 

(RETAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH S3(4) OF PRA. 
BUT INCLUDES DSI/JTIC REPORT NO 7 ON UFO 
STUDY. REPORT EXTRACTED AND RELEASED IN 
DEFE 44) 


CSA/ALPH/51 


DEFE 24 Defence Secretariat: 
Registered Files (DS Series) 








1269 


Apr - Auq 78 


UFO Reports edited copies 


D/DSS/75/2/2E 


1290 


Auq - Oct 78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/2F 


1291 


Jan - Mar 78 


UFO Reports 


D/DS8/75/2/3D 


1292 


Sep - Oct 78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3C 



1 One file, although prepared for TNA, has been temporarily relocated to Feltham as part of a consignment 
of files contaminated with asbestos. 

2 Although DEFE 19/9 is retained the DSI/JSTI Report NO 7 has been extracted (and replaced with a copy) 
and released as DEFE 44/1 19. 

3 Rendlesham Forest occurrence (1980-96) - file already placed in Publication Scheme. 







(1 289 - 1 292 Not yet transferred - due for 
release 2009) 




TBA 


1977 


UFO Reports: Reports and correspondence, Oct- 
Dec 1977 


D/DSS/2/3C 


TBA 


1977 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/1B 


TBA 


1977-78 


Ditto 


D/DSS/75/2/1C 


TBA 


1978 


Ditto 


D/DSS/75/2/3E 


TBA 


1978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3F 


TBA 


1978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3H 


TBA 


1978 


Ditto 

(TBA TNA class & piece numbers - due for release 
2007/08) 


D/DS8/75/2/3J 


TBA 


1978 


UFO: Parliamentary correspondence 


D/DS8/2/3 PtA 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports and correspondence 


D/DS8/75/2/1 PtF 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/1 PtH 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 PtG 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt H 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 PtJ 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt K 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt A 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports 


D/DSS/75/2/4 Pt B 


TBA 


1979 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4PtD 


TBA 


1979 


TV discussion on UFOs 


D/DS8/75/6 Pt A 


TBA 


1979 


Satellite Debris 


D/DS8/75/7 Pt A 


TBA 


1980 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt L 


TBA 


1980 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt M 


TBA 


1980 ! 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/5 PtA 


TBA 


1980 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/5 Pt B 


TBA 


1981 1 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 PtA 


TBA 


1981 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DSS/1 0/209 Pt B 


TBA 


1982 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 PtC 


TBA 


1982 


General, briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 PtD 


TBA 


1983 


General briefs, reports. UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 Pt E 


NOT FOR TNA (YET) 


1 980-96 


UFOs Report of sighting Rendlesham Forest, 
December 1981 

Not for TNA yet - but file has been released 
under CODE and placed in FOI Publication 
Scheme 


D/Sec(AS) 12/2/1 


TBA 


1983 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209/1 Pt, 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209/1 Ptl 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 Pt F 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 PtG 


DEFE31 DEFENCE 
INTELLIGENCE STAFF: 
REGISTERED FILES 








177 


? 


UFO's: incidents 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 21 


178 


? 


Ditto 


DI5S/108/15/1 Pt25 


179 


7 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 23 


180 


? 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt 24 


181 


? 


Ditto 

(1 77 -1 81 due for release 201 07) 

NOT YET TRANSFERRED TO TNA (as at Jun 04) 


DI55/10S/1 5/1 Pt25 



MISSING FILES: After an extensive search of Hayes, Records 1 and DAS [although 
Hayes state that items 1-5 with Recordsl] 



Not Haves/DAS/Reeordsl? 


1976 


M Heseltine 


AF/JW221/76 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl 


1976 


Nigel Lawson MP Mr Aleyne Body - UFO 


AF/JW260/76 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl? 


1976 


R Hattersley Esq Mr R Park - UFO 


AF/JW270/76 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl? 


1977 


John Ellis - UFOs 


MR/122505 


Haves? 


1979 


Unidentified Flyinq Object 


MR/122433 


Not Hayes/DAS/Recordsl? 


1980 


UFO reports & correspondence 


D/DSS/75/2/1 
PtC 



Note: 



Items 1 -5 - if located to be assigned to DEFE 1 3 
Item 6 - if located to be assigned to DEFE 24 



Notes for Dr Clarke's visit to the MOD on 1 October 2004 



Section (A^ MOD Policy and UFOs 

1 ) Which documents / briefings form the basis for current policy? 
What is the earliest dated document currently used as the bases for policy? 

As far as I am aware the MOD'S policy on UFOs has changed little over the 
years and has generally been based on two areas of interest. The first, to see 
if the reports provide any evidence that UK airspace may have been 
compromised by hostile or unauthorised aircraft and secondly, to see if they 
contained any information of value about the performance and threat of 
foreign weapons systems, nuclear, chemical and biological warfare 
programmes and technologies and emerging technologies. This policy 
remained until December 2000 when the DIS decided that as they had 
received reports for 30 years without any revealing any valuable information, 
that they no longer wish to see them. 

The earliest surviving UFO policy file dates from 1970-71 and is already open 
to the public at The National Archives. The earliest held by DAS dates from 
1 985 and is stored at Hayes (we have recalled the file). The MOD holds 
policy files in MB from 1 995 to date. 



2) Outline of working relationship of the departments / branches responsible 
for dealing with UFO matters the process whereby MOD receives and 
investigates reports. 

Background 

Dr Clarke may ask how we determine which reports we refer fo EBSffil / jj not 
wish to get into specific details about credible witnesses if we can help it. 

There are now only two Departments involved with processing UFO reports. 
The first of these is DAS who is the MOD focal point for matters relating to 
UFOs and the other is the air defence experts whose expertise we call upon 
on occasion for advice. Ail UFO reports are handled by DAS and are referred 
to the air defence staff only where DAS feels there may be something of 
interest to them. 



3) What factors lay behind DIST decision of October 2000 that they are not 
interested in receiving reports? 

DIS staff decided in late 2000 that as they had looked at UFO reports for 30 
years and none had ever revealed any useful information to them, they no 
longer wished to see them. 




4) How far are current DAS personnel aware of the past involvement of the 
MOD in UFO matters and how they got involved (is there any form of history 
describing which secretariat was responsible for the subject in the past, etc?). 

The MOD has only a very limited interest in UFO sightings and current staff do 
not study the history of the MOD's involvement in UFO matters, nor do they 
need to in order to process sighting reports. When we are asked questions 
about the MOD'S past involvement in these matters we examine any surviving 
files of the period in order to give as accurate a reply as possible. 



5} Would it be possible to contact previous incumbents of S4(Air), DS8 etc for 
interviews as part of this study? 

No. Civil Servants move posts every few years and it is for the present 
incumbent to answer questions relating to these matters. 



6) Reasons why MOD are reluctant to take part in public discussion of UFO 
matters or to provide a "spokesperson" for media? 

The MOD's interest in UFO sightings is limited to the defence of UK airspace 
from hostile air activity, not the exploration of space or the search for life on 
other planets. Clearly there are those who refuse to believe this and wish 
instead to believe that the MOD is covering up knowledge of alien activity. No 
amount of public discussion or debate is likely to change this view and the 
MOD does not have the time or resources to get involved in such activity on a 
subject which is of such limited interest. If the media do have any questions, 
they should contact the MOD Press Office as they would on any other 
defence issue. 



7) MOD Publication Scheme and UFOs: what factors led the MOD to accept 
there was a "public interest" in the subject and how they intend to address 
this. 

The MOD has been aware that there is a public interest in UFO matters for a 
number of years. Until the Freedom of Information Act 2000 is introduced in 
January 2005 all MOD files are subject to the Public Records Act 1998 and 
are generally closed from public viewing for a period of 30 years after the date 
of the last enclosure. The Code of Practice on Access to Government 
Information was an open government initiative introduced in 1994 (revised in 
1997) to encourage the provision of information unless its disclosure would be 
harmful. Until the introduction of the FOIA there is no statutory obligation on 
Government departments to release information. 

As Dr Clarke will be aware, the MOD has been responding to requests for 
information on UFOs in accordance with the Code. When the MOD 
Publication Scheme was launched in 2002 this gave us the opportunity to 



make some of this information more widely available. 



8) What is the MOD'S view of former incumbents of the 'UFO Desk' giving 
media interviews as de facto 'MOD spokesman 1 when the opinions expressed 
confiid^itj^hose of the department? This question refers to your letter to 

lof 17 November 2003 where you state that the Ministry is keen 
lo^PHTffelnar any personal viewpoint is not presented as MOD policy". 



Background ^^^^^^^ 

He is referring to my letter where we refused ISIElESI I the background 
papers to the clearance of Nick Pope's book and explained the clearance 
process. What we actually said was " / must stress that this process is not 
designed to stop individuals expressing their personal views, even if these 
differ from those of the MOD, but rather to prevent the release of information 
which would be inappropriate for the reasons stated and to ensure that any 
personal viewpoint is not presented as MOD policy. " 

/ think w^houlcnj^areful not to discuss Nick personally with him. We have 
refused^SIEEEl^Mthese documents under the Code and I do not wish to 
get into a public slanging match about him. 



You are obviously referring to Nick Pope and we do not wish to discuss any 
correspondence or discussions between the d epartment and M r Pope as this 
is a personal matter. However, as explained to EBSffifiEil ^B, the MOD does 
not stop individuals expressing their personal views. 



9) Nick Pope frequently refers to his time at the UFO Desk as being part of 
'The Project". Was this term ever used for MOD UFO investigations, formally 
or informally? 

No. We have no knowledge of this term ever having been used. 



10) Does the role that Nick Pope occupied still exist? Is there an unclassified 
role description of that post available? 

Yes^^Eno performs the UFO desk duties previously done by Nick Pope. 
sSlBs official title is Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information and 
handling UFO reports and correspondence is one element of this post. 



1 1 ) Why in 1 995 did Sec{AS)2sS | inform a member of the public 

that RAF Rudloe Manor / Flying Complaints Flight acted as "a co-ordination 
point" for UFO reports received by the RAF prior to 1992? Why has this 
matter been previously denied by previous incumbents of Sec(AS)2a? 

SiSs statement in 1995 was correct. Until 1992 the Flying Complaints Flight 
(FCF), based at RAF Rudloe Manor, was the central co-ordination point for 
any "UFO" reports made to RAF stations (from whatever source, i.e. members 



of the public or service personnel). Its function was simply to record details 
and pass the reports directly to Sec(AS)2a. No action was taken on the 
reports by staff in the FCF. The FCF no longer have any involvement in the 
central collection of "UFO" reports made to air force bases. I do not know why 
this would have been denied by previous incumbents of Sec(AS)2a but if 
Dr Clarke would like to show us a specific example we could look at our files 
to see if there was an explanation for that. 



Section (B) FQIA and archive material 

1 ) The future of Defence Intelligence files subject to asbestos contamination - 
what other subject areas are affected? 

The Old War Office basement provided accommodation for the storage of files 
from three MOD branches; the Defence Intelligence Staff: the Departmental 
Records Officer (on behalf of the whole MOD) and the Air Historical Branch. 
All of the affected files have now been removed to another defence facility and 
a Project Board has been set up to consider options for the future of this 
information. No decisions have been made at this time. 



2) Future preservation of UFO files and destruction of files - possibility of 
storage in electronic formats. 

Background 

We have to be careful here. Before 1967 UFO files were destroyed just like 
any other MOD files (probably after 5 years). DAS (and predecessor 
branches) have said for a number of years that since 1967, because of the 
public interest in the subject , "UFO report files have been routinely 
preserved". We have no surviving policy files of this period so we do not know 
exactly what was agreed in 1967 or between whom. EHSBfiKffl knows of no 
documented agreement or instruction either internally or with the National 
Archives which says that UFO files will automatically be preserved and as far 
as he is concerned they will go through the normal review process and may/ 
or may not be selected for preservation. I can explain the review process 
further to Dr Clarke if necessary but we may have to admit that we do not 
know exactly what this statement me ant. Sin ce my time here we have tried to 
preserve all we can on UFOs but^£fras strongly recommended that we do 
not tell Dr Clarke that everything will automatically be preserved. 

All MOD files are reviewed by the Departmental Record Officer at various 
times during their life and can be destroyed depending on whether they are 
considered to be of continuing administrative / historical value. Any that are 
selected for possible preservation in TNA are put on the list for TNA approval 
but it is up to them whether they are accepted. As for electronic files, it is too 
soon to consider preservation at The National Archive as electronic files are 
only just being created. 



3} How applications for access to UFO files held by MOD and MOD archives 
wilt proceed after January 2005 under FOIA. 

Under the FOIA requests for information must be made in a permanent form 
(ie letter or e-mail, not telephone) and must contain a name and postal 
address for a reply. Responses will be handled in a similar way to Code 
requests. 



4) Status and titles of files currently in process of transfer from the MOD to 
TNA - possible dates of transfer etc. 

Bggkgrgynd 

BBWBfiKill hfls confirmed that we can release his table of files not yet 
transferred to TNA. He has amended it to include headings as requested. 

Here is a table of UFO files which are either due for transfer and /or are due 
for cataloguing. The process of selection, cataloguing and transfer can be a 
lengthy process and largely depends on TNA so we are unable to give dates 
of when they wilt be fully available. I suggest Dr Clarke keeps an eye on TNA 
catalogue and then contacts them about when the documents will be 
available. 



5} Issue of payment for processing of files subsequently made available via 
MOD publication scheme. 

Under the Code there is a charging regime. This was designed to ensure that 
while providing information requested, we are not creating an extra burden on 
the taxpayer. As Dr Clarke will be aware the Code says that the Department 
will provide the first four hours of work on any request free and then there will 
be a charge of £15 an hour for each hour (or part thereof) after that. This fee 
is not refundable. 

The Information Commissioner encourages Departments to make frequently 
requested information more widely available via the Publication Scheme and it 
is therefore possible that some of the information Dr Clarke has requested in 
the past, will eventually appear in the Publication Scheme. We have no 
intention to refund any fees paid for the release of information early under the 
Code. The fees regime under the FOIA has not yet been finalised. 



6) Status of air intelligence and scientific intelligence files currently withheld 
under Section3(4) of the Public Record Act in context of FOIA. 

Section3(4) of the PRA allows Government departments (with the permission 
of the Lord Chancellor) to retain records in the department beyond the 30 year 



point, where the record has been selected for TNA but contains information 
still too sensitive for release. All of the DIS records which currently fit this 
description are subject to asbestos contamination. If these records are 
requested under the FOIA and there is no process in place to handle them 
safely, Health and Safety will be cited as grounds for non-compliance with the 
FOIA. Records retained under Section3(4) after 1 January 2005 (which have 
not been contaminated) will be subject to the FOIA and can only be withheld 
in accordance with an FOIA exemption. 



7) Possible location of pre-1962 UFO records: the issue of "missing files" that 
are actually misplaced within other files with titles that do not reflect their UFO 
content. 

The department does not hold any UFO files which date before 1962. Any 
surviving DAS files of this period are already open at TNA. Of course it is 
always possible that documents may have been placed on inappropriate or 
seemingly unrelated files in the past and that those files have been retained in 
the Department for more than 30 years, but we have no way of identifying 
such documents, if indeed they exist. Our records staff are aware of the 
public interest in UFOs and look out for any UFO related documents when 
reviewing the files. Dr Clarke will recall that this is how Report No.7 came to 
light. 



8) Missing Records: The possible file location of the 1955 report on "Flying 
Saucers" by DDI(Tech) to ACAS(I) referred to in Parliamentary papers of 
Major Sir Patrick Wall held at Hull University? 

Info-Records 1 have confirmed that Dr Clarke has requested this in the past 
and he can confirm that the Departmental Records organisation does not hold 
any relevant file. 



Section f C ) Radar systems and detections of UFOs 

1 ) Is it not a matter of concern that radar systems are contrived to ignore 
returns outside the parameters of known aircraft technology? 

No, because there is currently no suggestion or credible evidence (either here 
in the UK or from the international community) that there is any extra- 
terrestrial activity that poses a threat to UK national security. 

2) Does MOD maintain separate records of unidentified radar incidents and 
which department performs analysis of these? 

No, MOD does not maintain separate records of unidentified Air Defence 
radar incidents. This is due to the fact that there are no known incidents of 
the Air Defence radar or the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) 
detecting any object whose origin could not be explained. Air Defence radar 




plot data is archived for 30 days before it is overwritten. This is a flight safety 
requirement and is not related to concerns about unexplained radar sightings. 
BMEWS radar data is archived for 10 days before being overwritten. If radar 
operators did have any concerns the radar could be 'played back' and 
analysed by the local operational and technical subject matter experts. If this 
proved inconclusive, the data could be passed to specialist radar technical 
experts or to the radar manufacturer. However, no such incidents have been 
recorded so this procedure has never been needed to be formalised or 
utilised. 

3) Given ambiguous nature of unidentified radar incidents from 1950s why 
were detaiis records from this period destroyed? 

The MOD is only required to keep records until the desk officers responsible 
for the subject believe that they have no further administrative or operational 
value. As there has never been any suggestion or credible evidence that 
there was any extra-terrestrial activity that posed a threat to national security, 
the records would probably have been destroyed under normal 
'housekeeping' guidelines. 

4) How many such incidents on record in recent years & what action taken? 
There are no records of any unidentified radar incidents in recent years. 



Section (m UFO Incidents 

1 ) Rendlesham Forest incident: a) what specific factors led to release of the 
file; b) to whom was it first released; c) when will the original file be available 
for scrutiny at TNA? 

As Dr Clarke will be aware, he made a request under the Code for a copy of 
the file on the Rendlesham Forest incident and it was released to him. He 
was the first person to receive these documents. Due to publicity about the 
release of the file, several others then requested a copy of the released 
documents. When the Publication Scheme was launched in November 2000 
we saw this as an opportunity to make these documents more widely 
available. Files can be reviewed at any time during their life, but can only be 
held in the Department for a maximum of 30 years after the latest enclosure. 
The latest enclosure on the Rendlesham file is dated 1994 so the file could be 
reviewed at the 25 year point (if not sooner) and if selected for TNA may be 
available at TNA anytime after 2019. 



2) Photographic cases: what (if any) criteria do they apply to decide whether 
or not they should examine a photo? 



Background 

He may be getting al^Ej^EJp/iofograp/? which^ ^asked 
JARIC to look at for us. I do not think we should mention that^mless he 
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brings it up , then we can say this was a one off because of the lengths ^Jtjon~46 
EHSffi fta!:'' gone to. 



Secti' 



We do not receive many photographs, but any that are sent to us are shown 
to our air defence experts to see if they show anything of interest to them. 

3) Reports by Civil Aviation pilots: how many in recent years and what 
procedures are followed to investigate these. 

All reports are filed in the order in which they are received, regardless of the 
source of the report. We do not keep separate records of those from civil 
pilots. Any received from civil pilots would be passed to our air defence 
experts to see if they judge that they contain anything of defence significance. 

4) Reports by Air Force & other personnel: How many in recent years? 
As above separate records are not kept 



5) Total numbers and most likely explanation for UFO reports received within 
last three years. 

Total number of reports 2001= 203 

2002 = 100 
2003= 99 

2004 = 68 (up to end of Sept) 
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Head Office Home 




Online Visitor Notification System 



Announcements 



Services and 
Facilities 



A new online visitor notification system has been 
launched to make the notification and management 
visitors to Main Building much easier to manage. 



Actions 

Add Link to listing 



A new on-line visitor booking system has been launched that allows you to easily book visit* 
the building directly from your desktop. The new online system replaces the temporary pape 
based system that was previously in operation and makes life much easier for people who r< 
have visitors in the building. 

Please use this ji n k to access the Amey. Intranet site and fo) I ow .... t he .Si .01 ,p.(e .. j.n str uctions to. 

visitor intp Main Building. On arrival at reception your visitor will be asked to show 
identification, have their photograph taken and be issued with their pass. The new system will 
that your visitors are dealt with quickly and professionally, which means less hanging al 
reception. 

The web facility allows you to notify Security Staff of expected visitors to the building and ch 
status of ail of our notifications. (Please note that notification does not mean a visitor is nec 
cleared for entry. In certain cases, oniy when Security action has been completed wiif your vi, 
afiowed to enter the building. On receipt of your visitor notification the system will clearly t 
which visitors have been automatically cleared for entry and which have not) 

Visitors should be booked in at least 24 hours in advance. 
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1. Documents/Files 

• containing Top Secret or Codeword material. 
2* Documents/Files 

• containing information on important scientific/technical developments* 
3* Documents/Files 

• which have been used by Official Historians or have been marked for retention by them. 
4* Documents/Files 

• that illustrate the formation/evolution of Defence Policy or significant developments in the 
relationship between MOD and other organs of Government, or other national or international 
authorities* 

that show the authority under which MOD has exercised a function. 

that contain important decisions relating to the organisation, disposition or use of the Armed 



that show the reasons for important decisions or actions or provide precedents, 
that could help the Government to establish, maintain, or control a legal claim or title 
that reflect Law Officers opinion on any subject. 
5. Documents/Files and other records 

* of the setting up, proceedings and reports of committees, working parties and study groups, 
of the introduction/consideration of new types of weapons and equipment, 
of important trials and exercises, 
of the introduction of new types of uniforms, clothing etc 



Forces 
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of the formation, organisation, reorganisation, redesignation or disbandment of units, 
of notable courts martial and other legal matters. 

of the occupation of historic buildings and sites of archaeological interest. 

of matters of significant regional or local interest which are unlikely to be documented 
elsewhere. 
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6. Reports 

• of significant operations, intelligence, organisational and logistic matters. 

7. Histories 

• produced by Service units etc. 
8* Standing Orders 

• and similar instructions of Commands, Agencies, Establishments etc. 
9. Diaries 

• journals, logs etc providing an insight into particular operations or activities of wide interest 
10 .Records 

relating to famous or infamous people. 

Note: In assessing whether a file merits passage to DG Info-Records with a recommendation that it 
be considered for permanent preservation it is important to remember that it is theM^HMIINil^f 
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Suggestions, etc. 



1.1 Background 

1 .2 The Law 

1.3 The Role of the MOD "Departmental Records 
Officer" 

1 .4 What Are Public Records? 

1 .5 The Importance of Records to MOD 



Annex A - Freedom of Information Act 2000 



LI Background 

LL1 The public records of the United Kingdom date back to the 1 1th century and form a rich 
archive which is a part of our national heritage. The great wealth of documents and other records 
stored at the Public Record Office (PRO) have led to its recognition as one of the most significant 
archives in the world. 

L2 The Law 

1 .2.1 The law on public records is set out in the Public Records Acts of 1958 and 1967. Public 
records are defined in the Acts as "administrative and departmental records belonging to Her 
Majesty's Government, whether in the United Kingdom or elsewhere". These include electronic and 
paper records, photographic material, film, video, and samples and models which have been made 
for the purpose of conveying and recording information. 

1.2.2 The Public Records Act of 1958 places a responsibility on all government departments to 
review the records which are generated within the department, to select those which are worthy of 
permanent preservation and transfer them to the Public Record Office, and to destroy all records 
which are not selected. The 1958 Act stipulated that all surviving public records should normally be 
released to the public 50 years after their creation; the Public Records Act 1967 reduced that period 
to 30 years. 

1 .2.3 There are exceptions to the 30 year release rule, usually on the grounds of an ongoing 
administrative requirement or continued sensitivity. However, all such exceptions need to be 
approved by the Lord Chancellor who is the Minister responsible for public records. It is also 
permissible for records to be held in places other than the PRO (known as "approved places of 
deposit") but, again, the Lord Chancellor's approval must be obtained. 

1 .2.4 The Freedom of Information (FOI) Act 2000 will, for the first time, give a statutory right of 
access to information held by public authorities. The Act also requires information to be released 
proactively though a Publication Scheme. The FOI Act 2000 both provides a statutory general right 
of access to information and requires public authorities to publish information proactively through a 
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Application Scheme, TLB FOI Focal Points will constitute a centre of FOI expertise within the TLB 
area and form the core of a network for efficient pan-MOD handling of requests for information. 

1.2.5 The FOI Act applies to all parts of MOD including the armed forces, agencies and trading 
funds, whether they are located in the UK or overseas. Only the special forces and any units actively 
providing assistance to GCHQ are outside its scope. 

1 .2.6 The Act introduces a general right of access to information held by public authorities and also 
creates an obligation for those authorities to release information proactively by adopting and 
maintaining a Publication Scheme. Implementation will be in two main phases. In phase one, 
different types of public authority will gradually be required to establish their Publication Schemes: 
government department Schemes must be in place by the end of November 2002. In the second 
phase, the right of access to information on request will become effective. All public authorities will 
have to honour this right from January 2005. 

1.2.7 The MOD policy lead on issues relating to openness, including implementation of the FOI Act 
rests within DG Info with AD InfoExp-Access. For more information about FOI see Annex A and 
visit the DG Info Access MOD Web site. 

1 .2.8 The Data Protection Act 1998 (DP A) is the result of a European Directive on Data Protection, 
which requires Member States to "protect the fundamental rights and freedoms of natural persons, in 
particular their right to privacy with respect to the processing of personal data". All Service and 
civilian members of staff are bound by its provisions, which confer certain rights and 
responsibilities. The Act applies to all parts of the UK. 

1 .2.9 The DPA is about access by individuals to personal data held on them by any organisation 
whereas the FOI Act relates to the disclosure of information held by public authorities. 
Responsibility for ensuring the implementation of the DPA throughout MOD lies with the Director 
Claims and Legal (Finance and Secretariat), For more information about the implications of the DPA 
visit the CL(F&S) MODWeb site. 

13 The Role of the MOD "Departmental Records Officer" 

1.3.1 All Government Departments are required to appoint a "Departmental Records Officer 
(DRO)\ The DRO is responsible for ensuring that information, both operational and administrative, 
is recorded and properly maintained so as to ensure that Departmental business can be conducted 
effectively and in line with the statutory requirements of the Public Records Acts, Freedom of 
Information Act, and other relevant legislation. The MOD DRO is Info Exp-Director on whose 
behalf day-to-day responsibility is discharged by Info-Analysis AD. 

132 The DRO is responsible for MOD's records storage facilities at Hayes and Central London, for 
the central review and assessment of records to determine whether they merit permanent 
preservation, for the registry advisory service and for the conduct of records management audits* 

1 ,3.3 The DRO is also responsible for the production of this JSP which details the minimum 
standards to be adhered to by all MOD business units and also identifies good records management 
practice, 

1.4 What Are Public Records? 

1 Al It is important to understand that all documents generated by government departments are 
public records covered by the terms of the Public Records Acts, This does not mean that all 
documents will be worthy of permanent preservation. There would be no logic in simply keeping 
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ling. The task of each department is to select those documents which merit capture as records 
Td to safeguard them accordingly. Subsequently decisions must be made about the length of time 
for which records should be retained to meet administrative needs - this must take into account such 
issues as legal or contractual requirements. 

1 .4.2 Once the administrative need to retain a record has ceased a decision needs to be made as to 
whether the records have historical value and merit permanent preservation in compliance with the 
Public Records Act. For MOD this task is undertaken by DG Info-Records, taking into account the 
recommendation made by the originating business unit.. 

1 A3 The following definitions are helpful: 

Documents are defined as any tangible information received or produced by the department. 

Records are those documents that support some official activity or decision and need to be preserved 
for future reference. 

But remember - legally, any document produced by or held by MOD is a public record, 
1.5 The Importan ce of Records to MOD 



REDACTION ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



1.5.1 Tti&fig^ Their decisions and 

actions affect many people, potentially over long periods. The various Business Units of MOD have 
an obvious need to record their decisions and actions for their own and wider MOD use. These 
decisions and actions are however increasingly open to legal, Parliamentary, media and personal 
challenge, often many years after the event. Business Units, whether it be the originator of the action 
or a successor branch, need to know what happened and why it is important. W^^mr0m^^ fmi 

i be tempered wi^ 

laopovfewod-to fee k^K fer m^ittm and lm& t&m use, advice mdheip t 
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1 .5.2 Service Historical Branches have wide experience of the use of records by MOD Ministers, 
Business Units, the Services and also of the interests of historians, the media and the public in these 
records subsequent to their opening after 30 years. If in doubt, err on the side of caution and forward 
the material to DG Info-Records with a recommendation that it be considered for permanent 
preservation. 
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From: David Clarke | 
Sent: 24 September 2004 09:28 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: Meeting on 1 October 2004 
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24 September 2004 
Dearl 
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Thank you for your email communication of 23 September. I was pleased that you took the 
opportunity to get in touch directly in order to clarify the points to which you refer. 

Firstly your understanding concerning the purpose for the meeting is correct. I am indeed involved in 
postdoctoral research into the social context of the UFO phenomenon in Britain from 1947 to 
present. The research is based at the National Centre for English Cultural Tradition (NATCECT), 
School of English, University of Sheffield. The records produced by the Ministry of Defence and 
currently available at the TNA are one of the primary sources utilised by this project. Hence my wish 
to discuss aspects of the subject and specifically the release of further records in a meeting with 
MoD staff responsible for these areas. 



As regards ^^^p^U I he is an individual who is researching the history of individuals involved 
in UFO research in Britain 1950-1995 in a private capacity. His research involves both the TNA 
archives and oral history interviews which overlap with my own university-based project. His input 
provides research assistance to my project hence his presence at the meeting. 

With regards to your question concerning the use of the information provided at the meeting. Firstly, 
my occasional use of the word "interview" was purely accidental as a result of the presence of a 
number of specific questions in the advance agenda I sent to EEBHBRKil Bat your request* 



I am aware of the MoD policy regarding interviews and can confirm it is not my intention to obtain 
"an interview for publication." I share your view of the meeting as an opportunity for MoD to assist 
in the research that I have outlined in the second paragraph of this letter. However, in order for the 
meeting to be meaningful in the context of that research it is necessary for me to obtain an accurate 
transcript of what was said, hence my request for permission to use a recording device (a Sony CD 
minidisk which is standard equipment for oral history fieldwork in HEIs). 
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I hope these points clarify the issues you raised and look forward to meeting you andl 

on 1 October. In the meantime, I would grateful if you could let me know what decision is reached 
regarding the recording device. 

Yours sincerely 

Dr David Clarke 



27/09/2004 




From:^gjglfiffi| |, Assistant Director 
(Secretariat & Lower Airspace), 
Directorate of Air Staff 
Ministry of Defence 
Main Bulding 

Level 5, Zone H, Whitehall, London, SW1 A 2 HB 

Telephone (Direct dial) 



e-mail 



(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 
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By e-mail: 
Dr D Clarke 



Your Reference 



Our Reference 
D/DAS/64/3/1 1 
Date 

23 September 2004 
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Dear Mr CGirke, 

I am aware that you have been in correspondence with^EI^EH re 9 ardin 9 the 

arrangements for our meeting on 1 October. I have seen the exchanges and there are 
one or two points which I wanted to clarify with you before we meet. 

My understanding is that you sought a meeting for the purposes of your on-going 
research only. I understand this relates to work at the University of Sheffield, where you 
are collecting material relating to the social history of the UFO phenomenon in Britain 
from 1947 to present. It was also, I believe, to help you 'clear up some matters where 
ambiguity remains and to avoid unnecessary correspondence in future 1 . I should be 
grateful if you could confirm th at my understan ding is correct. It would also be helpful for 
me to understand the role that| |plays in this. 

Finally, I should like confirmation as to how you intend to use the information that 
we provide during the meeting. I pose the question simply because in some (but not all) 
of your letters you have referred to our meeting as an interview. You wilt be well aware 
why it is not the practice for officials to conduct interviews ♦ My decision to meet with you 
was based on the fact that your previous exchanges with the MOD and your current 
research indicate you take the subject seriously. I saw the meeting as an opportunity for 
us to assist your research, but not to provide an interview for publication. That remains 
my view. 



_Jtill pursin g the matter of you recording the meeting with the relevant 

authorities, but I hope that EEBBfl wIitfee in a position to provide a definitive answer very 
shortly. 



Forgive me if this seems a little direct, but I felt it important for us both to clarify these 
issues. I look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours sincerely, 
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Sent: 23 September 200 4 13:04 

to: I^SQSSESS^HI 

Subject: RE: Section3(4) Public Records Act 



Find attached amended Annex. 

I believe that you are talking about two different kinds of files, (1 ) files affected by asbestos, and (2) files not 
affected by asbestos: 

(1 ) Those affected by asbestos and stored at Feltham - there are between 4,000 and 5,000 files 
selected for TNA but are too sensitive to release. These are retained in accordance with S3(4) of 
PRA. In addition to the retained files there are approximately 60,000 files (from Records, DIS and 
AHB archives) affected by asbestos. These will be due for review at some future date (it is possible 
that some are over due for review). These will continue to be stored at Feltham pending consideration 
of their future by the Project Board. 

(2) Those not affected by asbestos i.e. not previously stored in OWOB basement - both Records 
and DIS are in the process of reactivating our basement stores in OWOB to enable newly received 
files to be archived. I very much doubt whether any Records 1 file will be of sufficient vintage (over 
30-years old) to be retained in accordance with S3(4) i.e. selected for TNA but are too sensitive to 
release.. The same could be said for DIS as retention can only be applied for by the DRO, after 
review by DRO staff (Records 1 staff). 



As far as FOI is concerned files in (1), and assuming no process in place to permit safe handling, health and 
safety will be cited as grounds for "non-compliance" with FOI. If process are in place that permit MOD to 
respond to FOi requests we will do so. 

On (2) files not affected by asbestos, whether retained or too young to be retained, will be subject to FOI. 
Helpful? 
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From: 

Sent^SSegtember 2004 11:49 

Subject: Section3(4) Public Records Act 



Section M 



Thanks for your help with Dr Clarke's visit. Just one other thing, I see that you say that the Dl material 
currently withheld under Section 3(4) of the Public Records Act has been affected by the asbestos problem, 
but do you know what is going to happen in the future if records that are not affected by asbestos and are 
withheld under Section 3(4) are requested under the FOI Act?. Does the Public Records Act override the 
FOIA? Would we have to apply an FOIA exemption? 

Dr Clarke is bound to ask, so I would be grateful for any advice you can give. 
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30/01/03 - Police Investigate Filey Saucers* 

Police are quizzing UFO hunters over several incidents of lights in the sky off the east coast. Full-time re: 
Russell Kellett has been interviewed by officers after a strange incident near Filey Brigg, And he claims f 
enthusiasts have also been quizzed by officers, "It is aii very strange," said Mr Kellett at his Filey home, 
interviewed me after I reported an experience I had at Filey Brigg last summer, "1 was looking out to se 
suddenly saw five saucer-shaped objects flying in a row. I turned away to get my camera and the objed 
but then I heard a bang and saw a flash and an RAF plane came flying over the area, "I phoned RAF La 
and they sent the police officers round to Interview me. They told me I had seen and heard a heat-seeki 
they are usually fired to ward off incoming missiles. And this was over a built-up area*" 

Source: howarti.williamson@ypn, co.uk 

21/01/03 - UFO Hovers Over Gloucestershire. 

Residents living in the Forest of Dean, near Gloucester, UK, reported a strange hovering light above He 
Cinderford, during the early hours of Tuesday/' January 21, 2003- 

Steven Taylor, 39, one of the residents who saw the light at 12:30 a.m., described the light as "very bril 
*lt was like the light of an airplane, but nothing like a helicopter, and it had no sound. I have no idea w 
I couldn't hope to describe it. It was strange!' said Elizabeth Fletcher, 64/' another local eyewitness, 
"She added, 'It was a very strange pulsating light/" 

*1 thought that something had entered my house, or that it was the police helicopter/ Robin Cole said, ; 
the UFO "looked like 'two brilliant planets that could be seen at the present moment/'' 

Source: "This Is Gloucestershire for January^ 22, 2003". 

03/01/2003 - Joe McGonagle launches Campaign for UK National UFO Authority 

Joe McGonagle a UFO investigator well known to UFORM members, has launched a campaign for a Nath 
Authority here in the UK. 

He says: "I am determined to raise the standards of British Ufology. To this end, I have created the "Bit 
of Ufclogists" smartgroup. This is only a group intended to steer towards the creation of a national stant 
authority, _not_ the authority itself, The aim of the group initially is to set an agenda for a summit meet 
interested parties at a date to be decided, to anticipate the pitfalls, requirements, scope, and viability of 
authority, and to stimulate interest in a national authority. In short, to get the ball rolling. The steering z 
to anyone based in the UK with an interest, either positive or negative, in the creation of such an author 
members are welcome to join as observers, but are respectfully requested not to piay an active part in t 
proceedings. If you feel strongly that we either do or dont need such an establishment, I urge you to ta 
steering group to ensure that your views are taken into consideration. N 
The URL: http://www.smartgroups.co m/grou ps /bfedou 



17/12/02 - (Catherine Finney's article following our December meeting. 
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Dave Clarke sent the following message to the ufologyinuk mail list 
earlier: 

"FATE OF MOD PAPERS SEALED? 

It's a revelation set to be seized upon by conspiracy mongers 
convinced the British Government have been hiding "the truth" about 
UFOs from the public. In July the MOD admitted that thousands of 
sensitive Cold War documents had been quarantined in plastic sacks 
because of fears they might have become exposed to deadly asbestos 
whilst stored in the basement of the War Office building at Whitehall. 
The files included important documents relating to British nuclear policy 
and defence intelligence briefings during the Cold War. 

But we can reveal exclusively that among the records are 25 UFO files 
generated by the shadowy MOD intelligence branch known as DISS that 
investigated the more bizarre reports reported to the Ministry since 
1971. Historians who describe the Cold War files as "the crown jewels 
of contemporary history" are concerned the MOD will use the asbestos 
scare as an excuse to further delay their release, imminent when the 
Freedom of Information Act comes into force in January 2005. The 
MOD have told us that it is possible some of the files might have to be 
destroyed if the cost of preserving them safely is too high. 



You would have thought this was a classic case for the Disclosure 
Project, with questions in Parliament and a 'save the files' campaign. 
So what precisely are British UFOIogists doing about it? Well this is the 
first they will have heard of it. It seems they are so busy organising 
skywatches and social events they have remained blissfully unaware of 
the impending threat of destruction of their own "crown jewels." And as 
usual it has been left to professional historians to mount a campaign to 
save them. 

The Guardian, 27 July 2004. 
http://www.Quardianxo.uk 



I have already initiated my own campaign to save these files from 
destruction via my MP, Helen Jackson, who intends the raise the issue 
with Defence Minister Geoff Hoon in Parliament in the near future. 
Watch this space." 
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There are a number of things that people can do without leaving their 
armchair, or posting a letter; 

1. Send a message to the PM at: 
http://www. p m.gov.uk/ o utput/page3 .asp 

This is the text of the message which I sent him: 



"Dear Mr. Blair, 



It has recently come to my attention that an important part of our heritage is at risk of being 
destroyed . 

Records held by the Ministry of Defence relating to a critical period of the cold war and other 
records relating to the MOD handling of UFO reports have been contaminated with Asbestos, 
and consideration is being given to their destruction. 

These records are potentially of enormous importance to historians that want to better 
understand military and political decisions made during a very stressful period. If they are 
destroyed, rumours of "cover-up" will be rampant, and the resulting cost of dealing with such 
accusations will exceed any cost of salvaging the documents. 

Not only would this be a waste of public money, but it would also be a denial of the rights of 
voters to be informed the decisions made by their elected representatives and Civil Service 
departments. 

We have already had to wait for over a quarter of a century to learn what Is in these files, and 
it seems that we may never have the opportunity to see them at all. 

Please can you take this matter up with the MOD in the national interest. 

Yours sincerely, 

Joe McGonagle" 



2. Contact your MP online. If you don't know who your MP is, visit: 

http://www.locata.co.uk/commons/ 

and enter your postcode. 

In many, if not all, cases, you will be taken to a page where you can 
post a message to your local MP. The message which I sent was as 
follows: 



"Security of historical government documents 



Dear Ms. Walley, 



A matter has come to my attention which I now wish to bring to yours as my local 
representative in the House of Commons. 



As you may be aware, Government documents which may be of historical importance are 
retained, and usually released for public scrutiny after 30 years. 

I have learned that a batch of documents held by the Ministry of Defence are at risk of being 
destroyed because they have been stored in an area contaminated by asbestos. 

These documents are potentially of immense historical importance. Amongst them are records 
of the UK nuclear warfare strategy from a critical period of the cold war, and UFO documents. 
Their destruction will almost certainly result in rumours of cover-up and generate enquiries 
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and accusations that will cost the MOD thousands of pounds to respond to. 

Wo doubt disposal of these files would be expensive, and I very much doubt that the cost of 
salvaging them for posterity would outweigh the cost of disposal plus the subsequent cost of 
dealing with the innuendo (warranted or not) that would also result. 

Please can you exert whatever influence is at your disposal on the MOD to avert what is nearly 
equivalent to "the sack of Rome" in historical terms. 

Yours Sincere ly, 
Joe McGonagle" 



3. Email the MOD at publicg) ministers .mod.uk 
This is the message which I have just posted: 

"To whom it may concern, 

It has recently come to my attention that an important part of our heritage is at risk of being 
destroyed. 

Records held by the Ministry of Defence relating to a critical period of the cold war and other 
records relating to the MOD handling of UFO reports have been contaminated with Asbestos, 
and consideration is being given to their destruction. 

These records are potentially of enormous importance to historians that want to better 
understand military and political decisions made during a very stressful period. If they are 
destroyed, rumours of "cover-up" will be rampant, and the resulting cost of dealing with such 
accusations will exceed any cost of salvaging the documents. 



Not only would this be a waste of public money, but it would also be a denial of the rights of 
voters to be informed the decisions made by their elected representatives and Civil Service 
departments. 



We have already had to wait for over a quarter of a century to learn what is in these files, and 
It seems that we may never have the opportunity to see them at all. 



I have written to the my MP and the Prime Minister about this already, and I sincerely hope 
that you will give this matter serious consideration before deciding to destroy such an 
important part of our heritage. 



Yours Sincerely, 

Joe McGonagle 
<full address>" 



Please feel free to use any of the text above when you send your 
objections to your MP/the PM/ The MOD. 

These documents are potentially very valuable, particularly to the UFO 
community. 

Joe 

Interested in British ufology? 
then register (free) at: 

http://w ww.smart g roups.com/groups/ufologyinuk 
for the latest news and views from the UK UFO scene! 
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IP i 



Good one Joe ;) Shall copy also. 

More Vodka with that red bull.... Please :-) 

fi Posted - 18/09/2004 : 20:37:15 II? §P M 



my message has been been sent to mister blair. 
Come on now everyone must get involved 



/;e/V;a///i/-/ 
/0e/-/rt)se 
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THINGS TO DO (22 SEPT 2004) 



0^% 



Dr Clarke's visit. 

(A)1 . Check policy files for when the current policy was established 
(possibly 1991). 

The earliest UFO file Policy file that is still in existence dates from 1970-71 , 
It is already open at TNA. The earliest held by DAS 1 985 and is at Hayes (we 
have recalled it). Of the remaining policy files that we hold in MB, the earliest 
dates from 1995 and our policy is unchanged since then. The only major 
change to how we handle UFO reports was in December 2000 when DIS 
decided that as they had looked at UFO reports for 30 years and they had 
revealed nothing of interest to them, they no longer wished to receive any 
reports. DAO confirmed that they were happy to continue looking at the few 
that we passed to them. 



(B)4. AskgsgjUSU^I if his table of files can be released to Dr C. Ask him to 
add headings to the table. 



a ^onnjfflm firi table at Annex A can be released to Dr C. fSHvvilkjQjjt 

headings on the table and send us the amended version. 
Table received 23 Sept 04. 



(B)6. How Section3(4) of the Public Records Act affects requests under the 
FOI Act. We know that all material currently withheld under Section 3(4) 



SectjonEafl 
Section 40 



has bee n in the contaminated archive, but what if it wasn't. Check with ^pjon40 
or DG Info. 

asked for advice. 22 Sepj^^ 
E-mail received and discussion with^Sfl 



Section3(4) of the PRA aliows Government Departments (with the permission 
of the Lord Chancellor) to retain records in the Department beyond the 30 
year point where the record has been selected for TNA but it contains 
information that is currently too sensitive for release. All of the DIS records 
which currently fit this description are subject to asbestos contamination. 
If these records are requested under the FOI A and there is no process in 
place to handle them safely, Health and safety will be cited as grounds for 
non-compliance with the FOI A. Records retained under Section3(4) after 
1 Jan 05 (which have not been contaminated) will be subject to the FOIA and 
can only be withheld in accordance with an FOIA Exemption. 



(D)5. Total number of UFO report s received in the last three years (2001 to 
end of Sept 2004). Ask^SEto provid e. 

Figures for 2001 & 2002 already held. EEBHB ftsit j compile 2003 & 2004. 
2001 - 203 
2002^ 100 



Visit - Speak to 
following; 



Section 40 



tell her when the meeting is and check the 



Section 4 



Difference between a meeting and interview (are there specific rules 
about civil servants giving interviews? 

What if he publishes his conversation with us and names individuals? 
What about him recording the conversation, are then any rules etc? 
Can we terminate the meeting if he starts to turn it into something other 
Jhan what was agreed at the outset? 

Thas advised that we should establish in writing with Dr C. some 
ground rules. We can say we are concerned that in his recent 
correspondence he is referring to this gathering as an interview and this is not 
what we believed it was going to be. Remind him that we do not give 
intemew^AsMjim what he intends to do with the information. Ask him what 
role ESBlESI |has in his research. H55I8!8Hg|oes not have a problem 
with the conversation being taped, this is common practice in background 
briefings a nd protects us as there is an accurate record of what is said/ 
~jnd a letter to Dr C. by email- 22 Sept 2004, 



Security - Check with security about the use of recording equipment in non- 
sensitive areas, ^^^^^ 
Message left on .^Bs answerphone. 22 Sept. 
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Section 40 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 



David Clarke | 



22 September 2004 09:59 



Section 40 



Subject: Re: Meeting, 1 October 
22 September 2004 



Dear 



Section 4 



Section 



re the use of a recording device for 



I wondered if you had the chance to discuss with |_ 
the meeting on 1 October 

As I believe I mentioned earlier, the recorder I use (which is standard university equipment for 
fieldwork) is a Sony minidisk which uses small CDs and a tiny microphone. It is much more 
efficient that a standard tape recorder. 

All my fieldwork interviews over the past five years have been recorded on this machine, which 
allows me to produce written transcripts afterwards. These can then be checked by interviewees 
and agreed for accuracy. 

I look forward to hearing from you 

Sincerely 

David Clarke 



— O riginal Message 
ToiEHKBfiEM 

Sent: Mondayr^Vugust 16, 2004 1 :58 PM 
Subject: Meeting, 1 October 




Dear Dr Clarke 
Thank you for your message 
I will discuss this further with 
Yours sincerely, 



Section 40 



Section 40 



when he returns from leave and then I will write to you again. 



From: David Clarke [mailto:| 

Se nt: 15 August 2004 17:14 

Toi BBSnSBEijl 

Subject: Re: Meeting, 1 October 



15 August 2004 
Dear | 

Thank you for your message concerning our meeting on 1st October. 



Section 40 



22/09/2004 



NUMBERS OF "UNEXPLAINED" AERIAL SIGHTINGS REPORTED 
TO THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 



Figures from before 1959 are not available. 

N.B. The figures below relate to the number of reports, received by the Ministry of 
Defence, of aerial activity which was not immediately identifiable to the witness. 
They should not be taken to reflect sightings of "UFOs/flying saucers". 




1959 


-22 


1960 


-31 


1961 


-71 


1962 


-46 


1963 


-51 


1964 


-74 


1965 


-56 


1966 


-95 


1967 


-362 


1968 


-280 


1969 


-228 


1970 


-181 


1971 


-379 


1972 


-201 


1973 


-233 


1974 


-177 


1975 


-208 


1976 


-200 


1977 


-435 


1978 


-750 


1979 


-550 


1980 


-350 


1981 


-600 


1982 


-250 


1983 


-390 


1984 


-214 


1985 


-177 


1986 


-120 


1987 


-150 


1988 


-397 


1989 


-258 


1990 


-209 


1991 


- 117 


1992 


-147 


1993 


-258 


1994 


-250 


1995 


-373 


1996 


-609 



1997- 425 

1998- 193 

1999- 229 

2000- 210 

2001- 203 

2002- 100 
2003 - 99 
2004-66 So far. 
2005 



Loose Minute 




13 September 2004 



DAS-FOI 




Copy to: 

Dl BCR-CG AD 

CT and UK Ops-Airspace Integrity SOI 
BRIEFING FOR MEETING WITH DR CLARKE 
Reference; DAS-FOI email 27 August 2004 12.19 



1 , The reference sought advice on a number of record related issues in preparation 
of your meeting with Dr Clarke on 1 October 2004. 1 attach comments that may 
prove helpful during your meeting: 



The future of Defence 
Intelligence files 
subject to asbestos 
contamination - what 
other subject areas are 
affected? 


The OWOB basement provided accommodation for the 
storage of files from three MOD branches: (1) the Defence 
Intelligence Staff (DIS), (2) the Departmental Records 
Officer, on behalf of the whole of MOD, and (3) Air 
Historical Branch (AHB) small overflow store. 
It is estimated that approximately 65.000 files previously 
stored in this are have been affected by "asbestos 
contamination". All these files have now been removed 
from central London and relocated to a defence facility on 
the periphery of London pending a decision on what action 
is required to enable access to the information contained in 
the files. Pending this decision files are stored in plastic 
sacks and sealed in crates as recommended by health and 
safety procedures. 

A Project Board is being set-up to consider options; the 
Board is chaired by the DRO with representatives from DIS, 
The National Archives (TNA) and MOD's health and safety 
department. There is unlikely to be "quick fix" solution to 
this problem i.e. it is anticipated that the project could run 
for three /four years! 


Future preservation of 
UFO files and 
destruction of files - 
possibility of storage in 
electronic formats. 


Strongly recommend that no commitment be made to the 
automatic preservation of u ufo" files. 
As far as 1 am aware there has never been a departmental 
wide instruction for such files to be routinely preserved 
other than the fact that files from the air staff secretariat, 
oddments from elsewhere have been kept! 





Suggest that the following somewhat crude review outline 
may give Dr Clarke a flavour of the review activity. 
The current MOD policy is that files surviving local review 
(important that Dr Clarke understands that files can be and 
are destroyed at various stages in their life) are forwarded 
to one on two MOD archives under the control of the DRO. 
At an appropriate time files are reviewed by DRO staff to 
establish their continuing administrative/historical value, if 
files are perceived to have no value they are destroyed, but 
is selected for preservation they are prepared from transfer 
to Kew. 

As for electronic files, probably too soon to consider 
preservation at TNA as electronic files are only just being 
created, however, 1 anticipate a similar review arrangement. 


Status and titles of files 
currently in process of 
transfer from MOD to 
TNA - possible dates of 
transfer etc. 


See Annex A that proves a list of identifiable files that are 
due for transfer and/or are due for listing (cataloguing for 
TNA). Also important not to commit to the early release of 
files prior to 30-year point for the following reasons. 
Government departments are responsible for the review of 
records: in the MOD this is carried out by both branches 
creating the records and, for files surviving local review by 
DRO staff. Records selected for preservation at TNA are 
cleaned, assigned to a relevant TNA class (draft listed). 
TNA staff visit departments to check on the preparation of 
files for Kew, these checks include, cleaning standards, 
draft lists and whether file is appropriate for Kew. If TNA 
satisfied departments are given approximately one weeks 
notice of the collection of records. After transfer availability 
at TNA is a matter for Kew, currently administrative action 
at TNA is estimated to be between 50-70m days after 
transfer. 

At any time MOD is likely to have up to 10,000 at various 
stages of preparation for TNA. 

Important to reemphasize that records not selected for 
preservation are destroyed to ensure that department holds 
no records older that 30 years old. Only possible to hold 
records for longer with the Lord Chancellor's approval. 
Final point it is not likely that TNA will arrange for a further 
pick-up before min/end October 2004. 


Status of air 
intelligence and 
scientific intelligence 
files currently withheld 
under Section 3(4) of 


FOIA will apply to all defence records including any air 
intelligence and scientific intelligence files, unless 
specifically excluded (for example, security and intelligence 
agencies papers that might be held by MOD), just as it has 
been possible for researchers to seek the release of such 



the Public Record Act 
in context of FOIA. 


papers in accordance with the Code of Practice, since the 
mid-1990s. 

However, all records retained in accordance with Section 
3(4) of Public Records Act, 1958 - estimated as between 
4,000 to 5,000 files or extracts from files - have been 
affected by the "asbestos contamination" due to their 
storage in OWOB basement. [See also next answer] 


Missing Records: The 
possible file location of 
the 1 955 report on 
"Flying Saucers" by DDI 
(Tech) to ACAS(I) 
referred to in 
Parliamentary papers 
to Major Sir Patrick Wall 
neio at hum university. 


Dr Clarke's papers consist of two news items from Sunday 
Despatch, a Hansard extract and a "House of Commons" 
note (source Sunday Despatch). None of these items add 
anything constructive to the subject of "missing records". 
The "missing file/report" has been sought before (by Dr 
Clarke) so 1 can say that on the information given, both 
previously and now, the DRO organisation does not hold 
any relevant file. 

Note only 4,01*11 to j,uuu Tiles are retained under b3(4j. 
Our search on this occasion not just limited to DRO 
archives but to DIS files previously stored in OWOB 
basement (DiS archives) material isolated due to asbestos 
contamination. 



Annex A 

UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - FILES NOT YET TRANSFERRED (i.e. awaiting transfer 
and/or listing) - AS AT 1 3 September 2004 



Already open 




105 


To be released 






2005 


13 




2006 


9 




2007 


13 




2008 


11 




2009 


6 




Awaiting Transfer 


9 




Awaiting 
Listing/transfer 


34 




Stored at Feltham 1 


1 




Retained 53(4) 2 


1 




Too soon for TNA 3 


1 




Total carried over 




98 


Total identified 
(released / u n released) 




203 



DEFE 1 3 Private Office Papers 








1184 


1977 


Richard Luce MP; J Glover - UFOs 
(ALTHOUGH PREPARED FOR TNA FILE HAS BEEN 
ISOLATED DUE TO ITS STORAGE WITH FILES 


AF/JW562/77 
MR/12554 


TBA 


1976 


Sir John Langford-Holt MO M J Hessessy - UFO 
Enquiry 


AF/BJ 84/76 


TBA 


1976 


Dr Coleman JP Mr RJ Whitrow - UFO Enquiry 


AF/BY76/76 


DEFE 19 MINISTRY OF 
DEFENCE: CENTRAL DEFENCE 
SCIENTIFIC STAFF and 
predecessors: REGISTERED 
FILES (CSA f AE 1 and A SERIES) 
and PAPERS 








9 


1946- 1960 


Scientific intelligence. 

(RETAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH S3(4) OF PRA, 
BUT INCLUDES DSI/JTIC REPORT NO 7 ON UFO 
STUDY. REPORT EXTRACTED AND RELEASED IN 
DEFE 44) 


CSA/ALPH/51 


DEFE 24 Defence Secretariat 
Registered Files (DS Series) 








1289 


Apr - Auq 78 


UFO Reports edited copies 


D/DS8/75/2/2E 


1290 


Auq - Oct 78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/2F 


1291 


Jan - Mar 78 


UFO Reports 


D/DS8/75/2/3D 


1292 


Sep - Oct 78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3G 



1 One file, although prepared for TNA, has been temporarily relocated to Feltham as part of a consignment 
of flies contaminated with asbestos. 

* Although DEFE 1 9/9 is retained the DSI/JST1 Report NO 7 has been extracted (and replaced with a copy) 
and released as DEFE 44 /II 9. 

3 Rendlesham Forest occurrence (1 980-96) - fiie already placed in Publication Scheme. 







(1 289 - 1 292 Not yet transferred - due for 
release 2009) 




IDA 


1 977 


UFO Reports: Reports and correspondence, Oct- 
Dec 1 977 


D/DS8/2/3C 


TBA 


1977 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/1B 


TBA 


1977-78 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/1C 


TBA 


1978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3E 


TBA 


1 978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3F 


TBA 


1 978 


Ditto 


D/DS8/75/2/3H 


TBA 


1 978 


Ditto 

(TBA TNA class & piece numbers - due for release 

ZUU//UOJ 


D/DS8/75/2/3J 


1 DA 


1 0*711 


UFO: Parliamentary correspondence 


D/D58/2/3 Pt A 


TO A 
1 DA 




UFO reports and correspondence 


D/D5S/75/2/1 Pt F 


TO A 
1 DA 


i a7Q 

\ y/y 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt H 


TDA 

1 DA 




UFO reports: edited 


D/D58/75/2/2 Pt G 


TDA 

1 DA 


1 Q7ft 


Uru reports, edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt H 


1 DA 


\ y/y 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 PtJ 


TO* 
1 DA 


\ y/y 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt K 


TBA 

1 DA 


1 Q7Q 

\ y/y 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt A 


TDA 

1 DA 


i y/y 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt B 


TDA 

1 DA 


i y/y 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/4 Pt D 


TO A 
1 KA 


i y/y 


TV discussion on UFOs 


D/DS8/75/6 Pt A 


TBA 
I BA 


j y/y 


satellite ueons 


D/DS8/75/7 Pt A 


TDA 
1 DA 


! y»u 


Uru reports, edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt L 


TBA 
1 DA 


i you 


UFO reports: edited 


D/DS8/75/2/2 Pt M 


TBA 
1 DA 


i y<su 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/5 Pt A 


TBA 
1 DA 


i you 


UFO reports 


D/DS8/75/2/5 Pt B 


TBA 


1981 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 PtA 


TBA 


1981 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/1 0/209 PtB 


TBA 


1982 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 PtC 


TBA 


1982 


Ceneral, briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 PtD 


TBA 


1983 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 PtE 


NOT FOR TNA (YET) 


1 980-96 


UFOs Report of sighting Rendlesham Forest, 
December 1981 

Not for TNA yet - but file has been released 
under CODE and placed if FOI Publication Scheme 


D/Sec(AS) 12/2/1 


TBA 


1983 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DSS/10/209/1 PtA 


TBA 

TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209/1 Pt B 


TBA 


1984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/10/209 Pt F 


TBA 


1 984 


General briefs, reports, UFO correspondence 


D/DS8/ 10/209 PtG 


DEFE 31 DEFENCE 
INTELLIGENCE STAFF. 
REGISTERED FILES 








177 




UFO's: incidents 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt21 


I/O 




Ditto 


UlDDl 1 Uo/ 1 b/ t Ft 


179 


? 


Ditto 


DI55/108/1S/1 Pt23 


180 


7 


Ditto 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt24 


181 


? 


Ditto 

(1 77 -1 81 due for release 201 07) 

NOT YET TRANSFERRED TO TNA (as at Jun 04) 


DI55/108/15/1 Pt25 



MISSING FILES: After an extensive search of Hayes, Records 1 and DAS [although 
Hayes state that items 1-5 with Records!] 



Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl? 


1976 


M Heseltine 


AF/JW221/76 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl 


1976 


Nigel Lawson MP Mr Aleyne Body - UFO 


AF/JW260/76 


Not Hayes/DAS/Recordsl? 


1976 


R Hatters ley Esq Mr R Park - UFO 


AF/JW270/76 


Not Haves/DAS/Recordsl ? 


1977 


John Ellis - UFOs 


MR/122505 


Hayes? 


1979 


Unidentified Flvinq Object 


MR/122433 


Not Hayes/DAS/ Records 1? 


19S0 


UFO reports & correspondence 


D/DSS/75/2/1 
PtC 



Note: 



Items 1 - 5 - if located to be assigned to DEFE 1 3 
Item 6 - if located to be assigned to DEFE 24 



Annex B 



PRO CLASSES CREATED FOR INTELLIGENCE RECORDS - UFO RELATED RECORDS - AS 
AT JUNE 2004 

20 classes have, to date, been identified for records created for the defence "intelligence" branches. They 
contain between them more than 1 7,350 intelligence records selected for permanent preservation. 

The classes together with the date range and approximate number of pieces in each class: 



RESEARCH WARNING: A COMPREHENSIVE SEARCH FOR UFO RELATED DOCUMENTA HON HAS NOT BEEN CONDUCTED. 
IDENTIFICA TfON OF RELEVANT RECORDS HAS SEEN ON THE 'BEST GUESS' PRINCIPLE 



ADM 

223 


Naval Intelligence Papers 


1914- 
1978 


882 fifes and volumes. 


ADM 

231 


Naval Intelligence Reports 


1883- 
1965 


71 volumes 


AIR 40 


Directorate of Intelligence and 
other Intelligence Papers 


1926- 
1984 


2852 files and volumes 


DEFE 
10 


Major Committees: minutes 
and papers 


1942- 
1977 


987 bound volumes. 

Incl: DEFE 10/496 & 497 - These two pieces 
contain 7 items relating to Working Party on 
Flying Saucers and its subsequent report. 
496 & 497 RELEASED 1 998 but 6 items were 
released in 1 996 see DEFE 41 /74-76 


DEFE 
19 


Ministry of Defence: 
Directorate of Scientific 
Intelligence, later Directorate 
of Scientific and Technical 
Intelligence: Reports and 
Memoranda. 


1948- 
1979 


163 files 

Incl; DEFE 19/9 1948 - 60 Scientific intelligence 
Piece includes DSI/JTIC Report NO 7 - report 
extracted and reassigned to DEFE 44/1 19 


DEFE 

21 


Joint Intelligence Bureau, 
Directorate of Scientific 
intelligence: Registered files 


1946- 
1978 


72 files 


DEFE 
31 


Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Registered files 


1957- 
1979 


160 files 

DEFE 31/1 18 (1 958-63) UFO: policy 

119 (1963-67) | 

(118 & 119 RELEASED 1998) 


DEFE 
32 


Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Registered files 


1946- 
1983 


21 files 


DEFE 
41 


Foreign Office and Ministry of 
Defence: Scientific Technical 
Intelligence Branch and 
Overseas Liaison Branch 


1946- 
1963 


161 files 
Incl: 

DEFE 41 /74) - Minutes from DSI/JTIC Meetings. 
DEFE 41 /75) - (6 items relating to Working Party 
on 

DEFE 41 /76) - Flying Saucers and its report) 
(RELEASED 1996) 

DEFE41 / 1 1 7 - Unorthodox Aircraft (ufo 









references limited to British /German press 
cuttings 

(RELEASED 1995) 

DEFE41 / I 53 - DSI/JTIC papers (incl. reference 
to Report No. 7 "UFO's") 
(RELEASED 1995) 


DEFE 
44 


Joint Intelligence Bureau: 
Reports 


1946- 
1991 


298 files and volumes 
Incl: 

DEFE 44/1 1 9 DSI/JTIC Report No 7 
(Transferred to PRO 2 October 01) 


DEFE 
60 


Ministry of Defence: Joint 
Intelligence Bureau: Economic 
and General Division, later 
Division of Joint Services and 
Economic Intelligence: 
Intelligence Assessments, 
Reports, Memoranda and 
Surveys 


1952- 
1956 


2 files 


DEFE 
61 


Ministry of Defence - Defence 
Intelligence Staff: Directorates 
of Service Intelligence and of 
Economic and Logistic 
Intelligence: Registered Files 


1957- 
1976 


8 files 


DEFE 
62 


- Ministry of Defence - 
Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Director-General of 
Intelligence, later Chief of 
Defence Intelligence; Deputy 
Chief of Defence Staff 
(Intelligence); Directorate of 
Management and Support of 
Intelligence; and Defence 
Intelligence Staff Secretariat: 
centrally-staffed DIS 
Intelligence Assessment, 
Reports and Studies 


1964- 
1988 


Currently an empty class 


DEFE 

63 


Ministry of Defence - Defence 
Intelligence Staff: Directorate 
of Service Intelligence, later 
Deputy Directorate of 
Intelligence (Warsaw Pact) and 
Deputy Directorate of 
Intelligence (Rest of the 
World): Intelligence 
Assessments, Reports and 
Studies 


1957- 
1976 


10 files 


DEFE 

Of 


Ministry of Defence - Defence 
intelligence juitt. Directorate 
of Economic Intelligence: 
Intelligence Assessments, 
Reports and Studies 


1957- 


27 files 


DEFE 
65 


Ministry of Defence: Joint 
Intelligence Bureau and 


1961- 
1975 


5 files 





Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Intelligence conferences, 
Committees and Working 
Parties; Reports and Papers 






DEFE 
66 


Ministry of Defence: Joint 
Intelligence Bureau and 
Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Miscellaneous Papers 


1946- 
1972 


Currently an empty class 


WO 

106 


Directorate of Military 
Operations and Intelligence 


1837- 
1962 


6368 boxes, files and volumes 


WO 

208 


Directorate of Military 
Intelligence 


1917- 
1974 


5387 boxes, files and volumes 












PRO CLASSES CREATED FOR INTELLIGENCE RECORDS - UFO RELATED RECORDS - AS 
AT JUNE 2004 



20 classes have, to date, been identified for records created for the defence "intelligence" branches. TTiey 
contain between them more than 1 7,350 intelligence records selected for permanent preservation. 

The classes together with the date range and approximate number of pieces in each class: 



RESEARCH WARNING: A COMPREHENSIVE SEARCH FOR UFO RELA TED DOCUMENTA HON HAS NOT BEEN CONDUCTED. 
IDENTIFICA TTON OF RELEVANT RECORDS HAS BEEN ON THE 'BEST GUESS' PRINCIPLE. 



ADM 

223 


Naval Intelligence Papers 


1914- 
1978 


882 files and volumes. 


ADM 
231 


Naval Intelligence Reports 


1883- 
1965 


71 volumes 


AIR 40 


Directorate of Intelligence and 
other Intelligence Papers 


1926- 
1984 


2852 flies and volumes 


DEFE 
10 


Major Committees: minutes 
and papers 


1942- 
1977 


987 bound volumes. 

Incl: DEFE 10/496 & 497 - These two pieces 
contain 7 items relating to Working Party on 
Flying Saucers and its subsequent report. 
496 & 497 RELEASED 1 998 but 6 items were 
released in 1 996 see DEFE 41 / 74-76 


DEFE 
1 o 


Ministry of Defence: 
uirecioraie or aciencinc 
Intelligence, later Directorate 
ot bcientiTic ano lecnnicai 
Intelligence: Reports and 
Memoranda. 


1948- 


163 flies 

incl; DEFE 19/9 1948 - 60 Scientific intelligence 
Piece includes DSI/JTIC Report NO 7 - report 
exuaciea ano reassigneo 10 utrt 44/ 1 iy 


DEFE 
21 


Joint Intelligence Bureau, 
Directorate of Scientific 
Intelligence: Registered files 


1946- 
1978 


72 flies 


DEFE 
31 


Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Registered files 


1957- 
1979 


160 flies 

DEFE 31/1 18 (1958-63) UFO: policy 
119 (1963-67) 

(118 & 119 RELEASED 1998) 


DEFE 
32 


Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Registered files 


1946- 
1983 


21 files 


DEFE 
41 


Foreign Office and Ministry of 
Defence: Scientific Technical 
Intelligence Branch and 
Overseas Liaison Branch 


1946- 
1963 


161 files 
Incl: 

DEFE 41 /74) - Minutes from DSI/JTIC Meetings. 
DEFE 41 /75) - (6 items relating to Working Party 
on 

DEFE 41 /76) - Flying Saucers and its report) 














(RELEASED 1996) 








DEFE41 / 1 1 7 - Unorthodox Aircraft (ufo 









references limited to British /German press 
cuttings 

(RELEASED 1995) 

DEFE41 /l 53 - DSI/JTIC papers (incL reference 
to Report No. 7 "UFO's") 
(RELEASED 1995) 


DEFE 
44 


Joint Intelligence Bureau: 
Reports 


1946- 
1991 


298 files and volumes 
Inch 

DEFE 44/1 1 9 DSI/JTIC Report No 7 
(Transferred to PRO 2 October 01) 


DEFE 
60 


Ministry of Defence: Joint 
Intelligence Bureau: Economic 
and General Division, later 
Division of Joint Services and 
Economic Intelligence: 
Intelligence Assessments, 
Reports, Memoranda and 
Surveys 


1952- 
1956 


2 files 


DEFE 
61 


Ministry of Defence - Defence 
Intelligence Staff: Directorates 
of Service Intelligence and of 
Economic and Logistic 
Intelligence: Registered Files 


1957- 
1976 


8 files 


DEFE 
62 


- Ministry of Defence - 
Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Director-General of 
Intelligence, later Chief of 
Defence Intelligence; Deputy 
Chief of Defence Staff 
(Intelligence); Directorate of 
Management and Support of 
Intelligence; and Defence 
Intelligence Staff Secretariat: 
centrally-staffed DIS 
Intelligence Assessment, 
Reports and Studies 


1964- 
198S 


Currently an empty class 


DEFE 
63 


Ministry of Defence - Defence 
Intelligence Staff: Directorate 
of Service Intelligence, later 
Deputy Directorate of 
Intelligence (Warsaw Pact) and 
Deputy Directorate of 
Intelligence (Rest of the 
World): Intelligence 
Assessments, Reports and 
Studies 


1957- 
1976 


10 files 


DEFE 
64 


Ministry of Defence - Defence 
Intelligence Staff: Directorate 
of Economic Intelligence: 
Intelligence Assessments, 
Reports and Studies 


1957- 
1978 


27 files 


DEFE 
65 


Ministry of Defence: Joint 
Intelligence Bureau and 


1961- 
1975 


5 files 





Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Intelligence conferences, 
Committees and Working 
Parties; Reports and Papers 






DEFE 
66 


Ministry of Defence: Joint 
Intelligence Bureau and 
Defence Intelligence Staff: 
Miscellaneous Papers 


1946- 
1972 


Currently an empty dass 


WU 

106 


Directorate or Military 
Operations and Intelligence 


1 03 f— 

1962 




6368 boxes, files and volumes 


WO 
208 


Directorate of Military 
Intelligence 


1917- 
1974 


5387 boxes, files and volumes 
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Sent: 07 September 2004 1 8:40 
To: fSS^fftffEg ^^J 

Cc: CTandUKOps-AD Ops2 
Subject: RE: Dr Clarke 



Sectio 



40 



As requested. 

I have answered the questions beiow to the best of my ability - 

There is nothing in my responses that cannot be released to Dr Clarke although you may wish to make my 
answers more politically correct and coherent with MOD Policy (if there is any!) 



Section 



40 



SOI Airspace Integrity 
DCT&UKOps 



Section 40 Secti^^B 



Please note that this CHOtS account will cease to exist at 1200 on 10 Sep 04. Messages cannot be 
forwarded to the new account. 



From 1200 on 13 Sep 04 my new e-mail addresses will be: 
CTandUKOps- Airspace Integrity SOI . Other details are: 

S01 Airspace Integrity 



Section 40 



l@mod.uk (internet compatible) or 



Main Building, 
Whitehall, London SW1A2HB 



Section 40 



Or iginal Message 

From: EH 

Sent: 2 7 August 200 4 12:19 
To: Info Recordsl; PI BCR-CG AD; CTa ndUKOps- Airspace Integrity SOI 

Cc: dl 

}r Clarice 




I have now rec eived Dr Clarke* s agenda of items for discussion at our meeting with him and 
Ion 



Section 40 



Section 40 



| and myself to use when we 



1 st October. I am going to prepare some notes forg 

are talking to them. Most of the questions we can answer, but I would be grateful for your 
advice on the following which refer to your areas* 

The future of Defence Intelligence files subject to asbestos contamination - what other subject 

areas are affected? 

(DI BCR-CG AD / Info Recordsl) 



20/09/2004 
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Future preservation of UFO files and destruction of files - possibility of storage in electronic 
formats. 

(Info Recordsl - Do you have any general guidance on the preservation of MOD 
information now we are storing electronically?). 

Status and titles of files currently in process of transfer from MOD to TNA - possible dates of 
transfer etc. 
(Info Recordsl) 

Status of air intelligence and scientific intelligence files currently withheld under Section 3(4) 
of the Public Record Act in context of FOIA. 
(DI BCR-CG AD / Info Recordsl) 

Missing Records: The possible file location of the 1955 report on "Flying Saucers" by DDI 
(Tech) to ACAS(I) referred to in Parliamentary papers to Major Sir Patrick Wall held at Hull 
University. 

(DI BCR-CG AD / Info Recordsl - Dr Clarke has provided some papers on this* I will 
fax them to you both) 

Is it not a matter for concern that radar systems are contrived to ignore returns outside the 
parameters of known aircraft technology? 
(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 

This response is confined to Air Defence radars -lam not aware of any Military ATC radar 
reporting system or analysis procedures. 

No because there is currently no suggestion or credible evidence (either here in the UK or from 
the international community) that there is any extra-terrestrial activity that poses a threat to UK 
national security. 

Does MOD maintain separate records of unidentified radar incidents and which department 
performs analysis of these? 
(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 

This response is confined to Air Defence radars -lam not aware of any Military ATC radar 
reporting system or analysis procedures. 

No, MOD does not maintain separate records of unidentified AD radar incidents. 
This is due to the fact that there are no known incidents of the Air Defence radars or Ballistic 
Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) radar at RAF Fylingdales detecting an object(s) whose 
origin could not be explained. 

Currently the AD radar plot data is archived by the command and control system for 30 days 
before it is overwritten - this is a flight safety requirement and it is not in any way related to 
concerns about unexplained radar sightings. However, if the radar operators did have any 
concerns the radar data would be 'played back' and analysed by the local operational and 
technical subject matter experts. If this analysis proved inconclusive, it would be possible to 
pass the data on to our specialist radar technical experts at RAF Henlow or to the radar 
manufacturer. However, no such incidents have been recorded so this procedure has never 
needed to be formalised or utilised. 

This is the same process that is applied to Unexplained Aerial Sightings from Credible 
Witnesses. The operators at the command and control units are ordered by the Group 
Headquarters (formal tasking originates from DCT&UK Ops when notified of incidents by 
DAS) to 'playback* the radar tapes at the time and location of the alleged 'sighting' and report 
whether the radar detected any unusual and unexplained activity. I am not aware of any 
incident that has been detected by an AD radar and classified as of 'interest to the Air Defence 
system 1 . 

BMEWS radar data is archived for 10 days before being overwritten. This is mainly due to the 
fact that some space debris can orbit the earth several times before the identify is positively 
confirmed. If the radar operators did have any concerns the radar data could be 'played back 1 
and analysed by the local operational and technical subject matter experts. There are no 
known incidents of the BMEWS radar at RAF Fylingdales detecting an object(s) whose origin 
could not be explained. 

Given ambiguous nature of unidentified radar incidents form 1950s why were detailed records 
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from this period destroyed? 

(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 
This response is confined to Air Defence radars. 

My understanding Is that the MOD is oniy required to keep files until the desk-officers 
responsible for the subject believe that they are no further administrative or operational value. 
As there has never been any suggestion or credible evidence that there was any extra* 
terrestrial activity that posed a threat to national security, I can only assume that the files were 
destroyed under normal 'housekeeping 1 guidelines as they were regarded as of no further 
interest or value to the MOD. 

These same guidelines exist today and archived files on all subjects and of all classifications 
are constantly being reviewed and are destroyed, where appropriate. 

How many such incidents on record in recent years and what action taken? 
(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 

This response is confined to Air Defence radars -lam not aware of any Military ATC radar 
reporting system or analysis procedures. 

There are no records of any unidentified radar incidents in recent years. 

Any such incident would be handled in the same manner as the Unexplained Aerial Sighting 

reports. 



Even though we will be talking to Clarke and HSSnSH^ice to face, FOI principles will still 

apply, so if there is anything sensitive in what Dr Clarke has asked, please let me know so that 
we do not tell him anything that should not be released. I am on leave from the 2 to 1 7 
September, but would appreciate your advice by 

COP 20 th September, If you have any queries before then, please give me a call on 





i 

m 




DAS-FOI 
Tel: BBSS 




MB 



Section 40 
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Section 40 



Sent: 02 September 200 4 09:10 

To: ft CBSSBC-SYOPS7; CBSSBC-SYOPS9 {CHOTS) 



Section 40 



Subject: RE: Visitors & Portable Recording Devices 



Section 4 



I have taken further advice on this request. To allow this CBSSBC-Sy would require a justifiable case to be 
presented for the use of recording equipment. In this case, accurate note taking is not justifiable. 

This opens an additional question: Why can T t they take written notes? 

Regards, 



Section 40 



From: I 

Sent^I^eptember 2004 10:55 
To:f3 I 

cc: EBSflEfiEM 

Subject: Visitors & Portable Recording Devices 



CBSSBC-SYOPS7; CBSSBC-SYOPS9 (CHOTS) 



Sectic 



h40 



Further to your advice below, the people who are visiting us on 1 st October have told us that they 
would like to bring a Sony Mini-disc recorder with them to enable them to take accurate notes. I see 
from JSP440 that we need approval from the local security staff, so I would be grateful for your 
advice as to whether this is possible. The visitors will be escorted by MOD staff from the North 
Door to the conference room and at all times during their visit. We initially assumed that they may 
wish to use a lapt(jj^jg]j^yig^^^ai2\^ig^o not) so we have booked an AV enabled 

conference room \ 



Section 40 



Section 40 



DAS -FQI 
MB 



Section 40 



Section 4 



From: CBSSBC-POl 
Sent: 21 July 2004 13:58 
To: DAS-FOI 

Cc: CBSSBC-SYOPS7; CBSSBC-SYOPS9 (CHOTS) 

Subject: Restricted: Security Helpdesk Enquiry - Visitors & Portable Recording Devices 



Sectio 


n 40| 







Reference: Security Helpdesk Enquiry 85 - Visitors & Portable Recording devices in MB 

Thank you for your enquiry with reference to visitors to MOD Main Building with portable recording 
devices. The advice is by category of equipment: 



21/09/2004 
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1. Camera's (including mobile phones with camera capability) - Covered by Photography/Sketch & 
Plan under the Official Secrets Act (OSA) and is forbidden 

2. Mobile Phones (without camera capability or with the capability disabled) - Covered by mobile phone 
policy recently issued and can only be used in designated areas 

3. Laptop computers with or without removable disk - Covered by the mobile phone policy recently issued 
and can only be used in designated areas 

4. Ancillary Recording Equipment - Covered by JSP440 Vol.. 3, Part 7 Section 3 Chapter 5, Para 32 - 
"Ancillary recording equipment may only be brought into sensitive areas by the approval of the appropriate 
local security staff" . It is unlikely that CBSSBC Sy would provide the relevant approval, in this case. 

Should you require any further advice or information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 



Regards, 




CBSSBC-PassOfficel & Security Helpdesk 



Section 40 



21/09/2004 



RE: UFO requests 



Page 1 of 3 



ISection 40 



From: Dl BCR-CG AD [c=GB;a= ;p=CHOTS-HQ;o=CHOTSR;cn=DI BCR-CG AD ;ou1=MB1$ *Xh> 
Sent: 01 September 2004 19:06 \h/k rfO^ 

To: DAS-FOI ^ 
Subject: FW: UFO requests 



Thanks ^raM rWoa problem if he asks as we have that clearly documented. It was in order to see 
whether we had anything useful from a DI perspective and resulted in our decision to stop 
receiving sighting reports in 2000. I think we have lines to take ifhe asks. 



Section 40 



DI BCR CG AD 



Section ^Section 40 



Original Message 

From: DI BCR-CG AD 
Sent: 01 September 2004 1 1 :40 
To: DI BCR-CG AD 
Subject: FW: UFO requests 



From: kfcMJMiliWl ■X400:C=GB:A= ;P=MOD;0=DI!;S= 
Sent: Wednesday, September 01, 2004 1 1:39:37 AM 
To: DI BCR-CG AD (CHOTS); DI BCR-CG AD 
Subject: RE: UFO requests 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 



Section 40 



l=LC;] 



Section 4 



Thanks for this. 
1998. 



i will remove staff names, telephone njjmbers etc in accordance with the Data Protection Act 



I agree that we should not mention the database to Dr Clarke unless he brings it up. If he does, we can tell 
him that we believe it has been destroyed. /me only tricky thing might be if he asks why it was set up in the 
first place. / 



From: DI BCR-CG AD / 
Sent^6August 2004 11*36 

Cc: DI 55-B 
Subject: RE: UFO requests 




Dear 



Sectio 



140 



We are now content for you to release the minute from DI ST unredacted. 



20/09/2004 



1 



Section 40 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 



01 September 2004 1 1 :37 

Dl BCR-CG AD (CHOTS); Dl BCR-CG AD 

RE: UFO requests 



Thanks for this. I will remove staff names, telephone numbers etc in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. 

I agree that we should not mention the database to Dr Clarke unless he brings it up. If he does, we can tell him that 
we believe it has been destroyed. The only tricky thing might be if he asks why it was set up in the first place. 



Section 



40 



From: Dl BCR-CG AD 
Sen t: 26 August 2004 11:36 

To: BBSBBEill 

Cc: Dl 55-B 

Subject: RE: UFO requests 



Sectio 



h40 



Dear ] 

We are now content for you to release the minute from Dl ST unredacted. 



|JS h£.s found a minute on the file dated March 2000 advising the whereabouts of the original material (ie 
the sighting reports) and stating that everything else had been destroyed. We infer from that, that the 
database was also destroyed. However, we do not think there is a need to mention the database to Dr 
Clarke unless he comes back with a question about it. 



Dl BCK CCJT 



Section 40 



— Original Messagg 
From: 

Sent: 23 ftagusT2004 16:44 

To: Dl BCR-CG AD 

Subject: 



Section 40 



RE: UFO requests 



Deal 



ESI 



Sorry to have caused you so^rtfuch trouble. 

From a Freedom of Information point of view, I think we have a f§)A<options regarding these documents. 

1 . Release the documents to Dr Clarke without redactioryDr Clarke may then ask for sight of the database or details 
from it. If we fjnd that the database no longer exists, then we can tell him that and that should be tt^end of it, 
although he^firiay ask some questions about why thp^database was set up. If it is still stored somewhere and the 
inform atiort is still sensitive we will be able to witftfiold the information under an exemption ofjtfe Code, depending on 
the sensitivities. x f 

y 

2. /Release the documents, but redacMne information which refers to the database. We would then have to sight an 
exemption of the Code and be prepared to defend this decision, first to DG Info, then to the Ombudsman, should Dr 

Clarke choose to appeal. 

3. Withhold all of the dopdments which mention the database. This is the^ast satisfactory outcome and again he 
could (and I would thipkris likely to) appeal. 

As the public wij^fain access rights under the Freedom of Information Act in January 2005, we need to also consider 
whether any information we withhold now, can still be withheld urjder the Act. 

We can not keep Dr Clarke hanging on indefinitely and I am sure he will raise the fact that he is still awaiting a 
decision on these papers when we meet him on 

1 st October. I hope therefore we can reach a decision before then, if not sooner. 



l 
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From: Dl BCR-CG AD [c=GB;a= ;p=CHOTS-HQ;o=CHOTSR;cn=DI BCR-CG AD ;ou1=MB1 ;] 

Sent: 23 August 2004 1 7:49 

To: DAS-FOI 

Cc: Dl 55-B 

Subject: FW: UFO requests 



Thanks, j^BtSHSfi ^ T ^'ould prefer the first option. WE will then «fig^-weeks to see if the database can be 
traced. If discovered, it SHOULD all be releasable, Althougt eaatt ariti I were discussing charging a fee for 
it!! 




To: Dl BCR-CG AD 

Subject: RE: UFO requests 



Sorry to have caused you so much trouble. 

From a Freedom of Information point of view, I think we have a few options regarding these documents. 

1 . Release the documents to Dr Clarke without redaction. Dr Clarke may then ask for sight of the database or details 
from it. If we find that the database no longer exists, then we can tell him that and that should be the end of it, 
although he may ask some questions about why the database was set up. If it is still stored somewhere and the 
information is still sensitive we will be able to withhold the information under an exemption of the Code, depending on 
the sensitivities. 

2. Release the documents, but redact the information which refers to the database. We would then have to sight an 
exemption of the Code and be prepared to defend this decision, first to DG Info, then to the Ombudsman, should Dr 
Clarke choose to appeal. 

3. Withhold all of the documents which mention the database. This is the least satisfactory outcome and again he 
could (and I would think is likely to) appeal. 

As the public will gain access rights under the Freedom of Information Act in January 2005, we need to also consider 
whether any information we withhold now, can still be withheld under the Act. 

We can not keep Dr Clarke hanging on indefinitely and I am sure he will raise the fact that he is still awaiting a 
decision on these papers when we meet him on 

1 st October. I hope therefore we can reach a decision before then, if not sooner. 



The move to MB was not bad, although seven weeks on, we still have no UFO answerphone and no access to our 
database. 



Section 40 



DAS-FOI 



From: Dl BCR-CG AD 
Sent: 23 August 2004 11:51 
To: DAS-FOI 
Subject: UFO requests 



40 



De; ^ 

Hiav^ia^n update from DI55 on finding the information about the sightings database mentioned in 
{^BJIffliEill minute. We have been havin g difficulty in contacting the contractor who compiled it, but we 
now thinkit was compiled by|51jBnfrn4Qp behalf. We are now trying to find out if threre is a copy stored 
anywhere. 
Meanwhile, 



fls4Q£reed to write me a note detailing his efforts. I think once FOI comes in, some 

l 



evidence to demonstrate that we have beer), active and not just letting things drift will be extremely useful 
if ^.qn esters appeal. I will let yon have a copy of his note when I get it, 
1 e tlie mow to MB went OK? 




j pS-Sec3 

From: Dl BCR-CG AD 

Sent: 03 June 2004 10:00 

To: DAS-Sec3 

Subject: RE; UFO- Request for information 



Thanks 



Sectic 



134© ry to hold you up and cause delay. 



Section 40 



PI BCR CG AD 



Section 40 



Original Message 

From: DAS-Sec3 

Sent: 03 June 2004 09:28 

To: Dl BCR-CG AD 

Subject: RE: UFO- Request for information 



OK HSJflSi thanks. In the meantime, so that we do not delay sending the rest of the papers he has requested, I will 
teil Dr Ciarke mat we are temporarily withholding these papers, so we can consider their status further. 



— Original Message — 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 



Sectior 



Dl BCR-CG AD 
03 June 2004 09:07 
DAS-Sec3 

DI55B ; 
RE: UFO- Request for information 



40 



Thank you for your advice. I apologise. Having now reread the Code, I can see that we need to be 
more rigorous these days in citing an exemption. I will speak tuBHBiQS^K) and if necessary, get his 
Director involved if we do need to cite an exemption. I will be in touch^suon. 



Section 40 



Dl BCR CG AD 



Section 40 Section 40 



— Original Message — 

From: DAS-Sec3 

Sent: 02 June 2004 16:03 

To: Dl BCR-CG AD 

Subject: RE: UFO- Request for information 



Under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information (the Code), information can not be withheld 
purely on classification or because it is about policy. Information can only be withheld if it fits one of the 15 Code 
exemptions and we can demonstrate that the harm likely to arise from disclosure would outweigh the public 
interest in making the information available. If we do withold information under an exemption of the Code and 
the requester is unhappy with that decision (very likely in this case) they have the right to first, an internal review 
(by DG Info) and then an appeal to the Parliamentary Ombudsman. In both cases we would have to justify our 
decision and if we can not put up a strong enough case, we can be told to release the information. When the 
public gain access rights under the FOI Act in January 2005 very similar arrangements will apply. 

If you still believe that this information should be withheld from Dr Clarke please could you let me know which 
exemption of the Code you believe best fits your reason for withholding the information and what harm you 
envisage would be caused by its release. Please let me know if you do not have access to details of the Code 
exemptions and I will fax them over to you. 
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Original Message 

From: Di BCR-CG AD 



1 



Sent: 02 June 2004 14:49 
To: DAS-Sec3 

Subject: RE: UFO- Request for information 



40 



lOTd^diave discussed these documents and we have decided 
y and an 



Sorry | 

Meant to reply to you before. I 

that since they concern DIS policy and are classified CONFIDENTIAL, we do not wish them to be 
released into the public domain. We shall be reviewing UFO files in the light of the FOI Act in 
due course, but at this stage, we are not ready to release them. 
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— Original Message — 

From: DAS-Sec3 

Sent: 02 June 2004 12:06 

To: D! BCR-CG AD 

Subject: UFO- Request for information 




I now have together all the papers requested by Dr Clarke which I am about to send to him. Please could 
you let me know as soon as possible, whether you are happy for us to release the two documents I sent to 
you on 21 April. 




DAS-£ec3n 
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From: 

Sent: 01 September 2004 20:09 
To: ESKHREIil^^H 

1 September 2004 
Dear I 

With reference to the forthcoming meeting on 1 October I hope you have received the list of topics to be 
discussed. ^^^^^^ 

Due to unexpected work commitments my colleagu EgSnBfiEil l will be unable to accompany me to the 
meeting. wmmnmmwi^^^ 

However, another colleague! I wishes to accompany me and out of courtesy I said I 



would obtain clearance for this substitution with you in advance. 
I shall be on holiday from 2-10 September and no doubt will hear from you in due course, 

Yours sincerely 

Dr David Clarke 
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Fro 

To: 

Sent: MondayTAugust 16, 2004 1:58 PM 
Subject: Meeting, 1 October 



Dear Dr Clarke 

Thank you for your message. 

I will discuss this further with ggSffSfiEil when h * returns from leave and then I will write to you again. 
Yours sincerely, 
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From: David Clarke [mailto 

Se nt: 15 August 2004 17:14 

Subject: Re: Meeting, 1 October 
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15 August 2004 
Dear EBSffifiKiM 

Thank you for your message concerning our meeting on 1st October. 



Whilst we fully understand your concerns regarding our proposal to record the interview, 
surely you can appreciate that this is the only way to ensure that a full and 
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9 accurate record of the discussion can be made. For the purposes of academic research 
hand written notes, or indeed shorthand, do not constitute an accurate record of what was 
said and any ambiguity could lead to misunderstanding or misperceptions which could, in 
turn, distort our understanding of the MoD l s position. 

We also understand the possible security concerns about bringing a recording device into 
the MoD building. However, we are quite prepared for any check to be made on the 
equipment or, failing that, perhaps the MoD could provide suitable recording equipment 
for us to use. 

We have no desire to become 'involved in future public interviews and debates'regarding 
answers to any of our questions and, as I am sure you must be aware, share the MoD 
viewpoint on UFOs to a great extent. We are quite simply trying to obtain direct answers 
to questions which have not been asked before and in a face to face situation so that any 
nuances may be explored as they arise. Clearly this cannot be done by letter or email due 
to the nature of these communciations and equally clearly the only way to be sure we 
have a true and accurate record of the MoD's answers. 

We hope this clears up any misunderst^ and look forward to hearing from you once 
this has been discussed withS E2|< You should receive our agenda questions 
within the next ten days. 

Yours sincerely, 
Dr David Clarke 




— O riginal Messac 
Pro m : ESftHBTB? !*! 

SertirfiWayr^gust 1 3, 2004 1 1 :39 AM 
Subject: Meeting, 1 October 

Dear Dr Clarke 

Thank you for your message concerning our meeting on 1 st October. 



With regard to your proposal to tape our discussion, I need to discuss this with^^^j]^|wh^s 
currently on annual leave until 25 August. Once I have had an opportunity to speaK tofcfSJIRJiEil I will 
write to you again. 



In the meantime, please be aware that the MOD does not get involved in taped interviews and public 
debates on UFO matters. We are happy to explain the MOD'S position and to assist the pubiicwherever 
possible with answering any questions that they may have, or information they may require. EEBHBRKi! 
and I have, therefore, agreed to this meeting on the understanding that the purpose of the mfeeting Is ~ 
assist you with your studies, not for us to become involved in future public interviews and debates for 
which we do not have the time or resources. 

I will discuss this further with EESflSffEil on his return and if we agree that our conversation can be 
recorded for your research purposes^™ explore the technical possibilities with our building security 
staff. 

Yours sincerely, 



DAS-FOI 
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From: David Clarke [mailto:| 
Se nt: 10 August 2004 18:5-1 

To:[5g3JifBE!S]^H 

Subject: Meeting, lOctober 



10 August 2004 



Thank you for your letter of 21 July 2004 in reply to mine of 5 July enclosing cheque for UFO-related 
records processed under the Code of Practice. 

With regards to the proposed meeting at MOD Main Building with yourselfand^SSSSH i ust 
to confirm that Friday, 1 October at 1 1 am is convenient for myself and EHSTIBRBr 



One question: I note that your description of security procedures states that "cameras or ancillary 
recording equipment" will not be allowed into the building. 

While we had no intention of bringing cameras to the actual meeting, does this mean that it will not be 
possible to record the discussion meeting for transcription purposes? 



I had intended to record the discussion 

on a small Sony mini-disc recorder that I use for interviews. This would then allow me to produce 
an accurate transcription of what was said that I intended to submit to yourself for approval. 
If this is not possible, could MOD provide a recording machine that could be used for the 
same purpose? 



I have drawn up an agenda of topics for discussion and will send this by post within the next 
week. 



Yours sincerely, 



Dr David Clarke 

National Centre for English Cultural Tradition and Language 
School of English 
University of Sheffield 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 



01 Septembe r 2004 1 0:55 

CBSSBC-SYOPS7; CBSSBC-SYOPS9 (CHOTS) 




Section 40 



ISection 40 



Subject: Visitors & Portable Recording Devices 



Further to your advice below, the people who are visiting us on 1 st October have told us that they 
would like to bring a Sony Mini-disc recorder with them to enable them to take accurate notes. I see 
from JSP440 that we need approval from the local security staff, so I would be grateful for your 
advice as to whether this is possible. The visitors will be escorted by MOD staff from the North 
Door to the conference room and at all times during their visit. We initially assumed that they may 
wish to use a lapt op (which now we know they d o not) so we have booked an AV enabled 
conference room rasm«t]«jIBM m 
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From: CBSSBC-POl 
Sent: 21 July 2004 13:58 
To: DAS-FOI 

Cc: CBSSBC-SYOPS7; CBSSBC-SYOPS9 (CHOTS) 

Subject: Restricted: Security Helpdesk Enquiry - Visitors & Portable Recording Devices 




■n 40 



Reference: Security Helpdesk Enquiry 85 - Visitors & Portable Recording devices in MB 

Thank you for your enquiry with reference to visitors to MOD Main Building with portable recording 
devices. The advice is by category of equipment: 

1. Camera's (including mobile phones with camera capability) - Covered by Photography/Sketch & 
Plan under the Official Secrets Act (OSA) and is forbidden 

2. Mobile Phones (without camera capability or with the capability disabled) - Covered by mobile phone 
policy recently issued and can only be used in designated areas 

3. Laptop computers with or without removable disk - Covered by the mobile phone policy recently issued 
and can only be used in designated areas 

4. Ancillary Recording Equipment - Covered by JSP440 VoL 3, Part 7 Section 3 Chapter 5, Para 32 - 
"Ancillary recording equipment may only be brought into sensitive areas by the approval of the appropriate 
local security staff " < It is unlikely that CBSSBC Sy would provide the relevant approval, in this case. 

Should you require any further advice or information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Regards, 



01/09/2004 
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CBSSBC-PassOfftceJ & Security Hetpdesk 
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From: CBSSBC-P01 
Sent: 21 July 2004 13:58 
To: DAS-FOI 

Cc: CBSSBC-SYOPS7; CBSSBOSYOPS9 (CHOTS) 

Subject: Restricted: Security Helpdesk Enquiry - Visitors & Portable Recording Devices 



Reference: Security Helpdesk Enquiry 85 - Visitors & Portable Recording devices in MB 

Thank you for your enquiry with reference to visitors to MOD Main Building with portable recording 
devices. The advice is by category of equipment: 

1. Camera's (including mobile phones with camera capability) - Covered by Photography/Sketch & 
Plan under the Official Secrets Act (OSA) and is forbidden 

2. Mobile Phones (without camera capability or with the capability disabled) - Covered by mobile phone 
policy recently issued and can only be used in designated areas 

3. Laptop computers with or without removable disk - Covered by the mobile phone policy recently issued 
and can only be used in designated areas 

4. Ancillary Recording Equipment - Covered by JSP440 Vol.. 3, Part 7 Section 3 Chapter 5, Para 32 - 
"Ancillary recording equipment may only be brought into sensitive areas by the approval of the appropriate 
local security staff" . It is unlikely that CBSSBC Sy would provide the relevant approval, in this case. 

Should you require any further advice or information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 




Regards, 




31/08/2004 



RESTRICTED 

Physical and Environmental Security: Counter Eavesdropping, Overlooking and Overhearing j 




Control of loudspeaker telephones 

31. 'Hands-free' telephones have built in loudspeakers. Such telephones should be 
removed from conference or meeting rooms, and cut off when sensitive conversations are 
being held in their vicinity. 

Control of recording equipment * 

32. As well as static installations, such as conference room dictation systems, a number 
of portable items that may be fitted with microphones and a recording capability are likely to 
be brought into defence premises. Where official PDAs and mobile phones are to brought 
into sensitive areas, care must be taken that their recording facilities cannot be accidentally 
activated by the holder, or remotely activated. A ncillary recording e qujjflflf <ft mav only be * 




REDACTION ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



Inductive Loops 

33. As well as the direct audio signal, it is also possible for an attacker to exploit the 
inductive loops fitted to various types of equipment to aid those with hearing disabilities. If 
any equipment fitted with such facilities is to be installed on a defence site, the Co-ordinating 
Installation Design Authority (CIDA) should be consulted. 

Acoustic hoods 

34. Acoustic hoods offer some privacy in general office areas, but must be sited carefully 
to be effective. 

Secure speech enclosures 

35. Secure speech enclosures offer a high degree of privacy. Their use should be 
considered where sensitive discussions take place in a high risk environment, and when using 
approved secure speech systems in such environments. 

Physical search 

36. Periodic physical searches by security staff (usually security guards in MOD civilian 
establishments and service personnel in service establishments) are an effective 
countermeasure against quick-plant devices. Basic guidelines for carrying out a physical 
search can be found at Annex C. Advice on training in physical searching is available 
through the relevant PSyA T 



Action to be taken when an eavesdropping device is found 

37. Search teams who believe they have found an eavesdropping device in an 
office/conference room etc should immediately follow the guidance given at Annex C 
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REDACTION O 




^gG g^^ HOTS-HQ;o=CHOTSR;cn=DI BCR-CG AD ;ou1=MB1;] 




To: Dl 55-B; Dl BCR-INFO AD; Dl BCR-INFO 1 a 
Cc: DAS-FOI 
Subject: FW: Dr Clarke 

Dear all 

Please see the attached email from DAS with some further questions fro m Dr Clarke, wh o is 
researching UFOs. DAS have agreed to meet Dr Clarke and his assistant, EBSIBRESIB* to answer 
his questions. These particular questions refer to the files in the contaminated arcHVes, I have 
numbered the ones relevant to DIS. 



On Ql, he a sk what oth er subject areas are affected? I don't think we would wish to answer 
specifically. BBSS , do you have a line to take, please? 



Q2 - KmiMI - could you shed any light on section 3(4) of the Public Record Act or is this one for 
Info Records to answer? 



Q3 - ReMi !rh4©p a fax that I can copy you - but would we still retain files from 1955? 
ther^ny tiles which might be relevant in our archives? 



IB ^40 



I am on leave after the Transition Event, but back on 17 Sept. Most grateful for your help on 
these questions and your responses by 17 Sep would be most helpful. Thanks very much. 
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Original Message 

From: Dl BCR-CG AD 
Sent: 01 September 2004 08:15 
To: Dl BCR-CG AD 
Subject: FW: Dr Clarke 



From: ^ffiBEHM[X400:C=GB;A= :P=MQD:Q=DII:S= lgsMJMkliB^ M:l=:LC:1 

Sent: Wednesday, September 01 , 2004 8:14:29 AM 
To: Dl BCR-CG AD; Dl BCR-CG AD (CHOTS) 
Subject: FW: Dr Clarke 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 



SectionMi] 



I hope one of these will get to you this time. This is what the fax refers to. 
"DASTOI 



From: fcasJBIfBi^ffll 
Sent: 27 August 2004 12:16 

To: Info Records 1; Dl BCR-CG AD; CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI 
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^^ubjecti Dr Clarke 
Dear All 



KB 



I have now received Dr Clarke's agenda of items for discussion at our meeting with him and b 

1 st October. I am going to prepare some notes for OEHSB and myself to use when we are 
talking to them. Most of the questions we can answer, but I would be grateful for your advice on the 
following which refer to your areas. 

1 . The future of Defence Intelligence files subject to asbestos contamination - what other subject 
areas are affected? 
(DI BCR-CG AD / Info Recordsl) 

Future preservation of UFO files and destruction of files - possibility of storage in electronic 
formats. 

(Info Recordsl - Do you have any general guidance on the preservation of MOD information 
now we are storing electronically?)* 

Status and titles of files currently in process of transfer from MOD to TNA - possible dates of 
transfer etc* 
(Info Recordsl) 

2* Status of air intelligence and scientific intelligence files currently withheld under Section 3(4) of 
the Public Record Act in context of FOIA. 
(DI BCR-CG AD / Info Recordsl) 

3. Missing Records: The possible file location of the 1955 report on "Flying Saucers'' by DDI 
(Tech) to ACAS(I) referred to in Parliamentary papers to Major Sir Patrick Wall held at Hull 
University. 

(DI BCR-CG AD / Info Recordsl - Dr Clarke has provided some papers on this* I will fax 
them to you both) 

Is it not a matter for concern that radar systems are contrived to ignore returns outside the parameters 
of known aircraft technology? 
(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 

Does MOD maintain separate records of unidentified radar incidents and which department performs 
analysis of these? 

(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 

Given ambiguous nature of unidentified radar incidents form 1950s why were detailed records from 
this period destroyed? 
(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 

How many such incidents on record in recent years and what action taken? 
(CTandUKOps-Airspace Integrity SOI) 



Even though we will be talking to Clarke and HSHBBt foce to face, FOI principles will still apply* so 
if there is anything sensitive in what Dr Clarke has asked, please let me know so that we do not tell 
him anything that should not be released. I am on leave from the 2 to 17 September, but would 
appreciate your advice by 
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^^OP 20 th September. If you have any queries before then, please give me a call on MB^^fEl 



DAS-FOI 
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Directorate of Air Staf f(Secreta riat)3 
Ministry of Defence 
Room 6/73 Metropoie Building 
Northumberland Avenue, 
London WC2N5BP 



25 August 2004 



Please find attached our agenda for our meeting at 1 1 am on Friday, 1 October 2004. 

The areas of discussion are loosely grouped under four general headings, A-D. We hope 
this will provide some structure and allow you to prepare in advance. 

However, we hope the subject areas/questions are not too restrictive on a free-flowing 
discussion of the subject matter. 

Please note the attached papers, copied from the Major Patrick Wall MP archive at the 
University of Hull refer to agenda item B8 - the 1955 Air Ministry report on 'flying 
saucers' which so far has not been identified at the TNA. 

If you have any questions or queries regarding the agenda please do not hesitate to 
contact me either in writing or via email. 

Yours sincerely. 
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Agenda items for meeting with Ministry of Defence, DAS (Sec), 1 October 2004. 



A) MOD policy and "Unidentified Flying Objects* 



1 . Which documents/briefings form the basis for current policy? What is the earliest 
dated document currently used as the basis for policy? 

2. Outline of working relationship of the departments/branches responsible for 
dealing with UFO matters the process whereby MOD receives and investigates 
reports 

3. What factors lay behind DIST decision of October 2000 that they are not 
interested in receiving reports? 

4. How far are current DAS personnel aware of the past involvement of the Ministry 
in UFO matters and how they got involved (is there any form of history 
describing which secretariat was responsible for the subject in the past, etc?) 

5. Would it be possible to contact previous incumbents of S4(Air), DS8 etc for 
interviews as part of this study? 

6. Reasons why MOD are reluctant to take part in public discussion of UFO matters 
or to provide a "spokesperson" for media? 

7 . MOD Publication Scheme and UFOs: what factors led Ministry to accept there 
was a public interest" in the subject and how they intend to address this. 



8. What is the MOD's view of former incumbents of the UFO Desk 1 giving media 
interviews as de facto 'MOD spokesman* when the opinions expresse^onflict 
with those of the department? This question refers to your letter to^ 
of 17 November 2003 where you state that the Ministry is keen to "ensure that 
any personal viewpoint is not presented as MOD policy." 



Nick Pope frequently refers to his time at the UFO Desk as being part of The 
Project', Was this term ever used for MOD UFO investigations, formally or 
informally? 



10. Does the rote that Nick Pope occupied still exist? Is there an unclassified role 
description of that post available? 

1 1 . Why in 1995 did Sec( AS)2a^SEE3H inform a member of the public that 
RAF Rudloe Manor/P&SS/Flying Complaints Flight acted as "a co-ordination 
point" for UFO reports received by the RAF prior to 1 992? Why had this matter 
been previously denied by previous incumbents of Sec( AS)2a? 



1 



B. FOIA and archive material: 

1 . The future of Defence Intelligence files subject to asbestos contamination - what 
other subject areas are affected? 

2. Future preservation of UFO files and destruction of files - possibility of storage in 
electronic formats 

3 . How applications for access to UFO files held by MoD and MoD archives will 
proceed after January 2005 under FOIA 

4. Status and titles of files currently in process of transfer from MOD to TNA - 
possible dates of transfer etc 

5 . Issue of payment for processing of files subsequently made available via MOD 
Publication Scheme 

6. Status of air intelligence and scientific intelligence files currently with-held under 
Section 3(4) of Public Record Act in contest of FOIA 

7. Possible location of pre- 1962 UFO records: the issue of "missing files" that are 
actually misplaced within other files with titles that do not reflect their UFO 
content. 

8. Missing Records: The possible file location of the 1955 report on "Flying 
Saucers" by DDI (Tech) to ACAS (I) referred to in Parliamentary papers of Major 
Sir Patrick Wall held at Hull University? [copy attached, Attachment A]. 

C. Radar systems and detections of HJFOs' 

1, Is it not a matter for concern that radar systems are contrived to ignore returns 
outside the parameters of known aircraft technology? 

2. Does MOD maintain separate records of unidentified radar incidents and which 
department performs analysis of these? 

3, Given ambiguous nature of unidentified radar incidents from 1950s why were 
detailed records from this period destroyed? 

4. How many such incidents on record in recent years & what action taken? 



2 



D. UFO incidents: 

1 . Rendlesham Forest incident: a) what specific factors led to release of the file; b) 
to whom was it first released; c) when will the original file be available for 
scrutiny at TNA? 

2. Photographic cases: what (if any) criteria do they apply to decide whether or not 
they should examine a photo? 

3. Reports by Civil Aviation pilots; how many in recent years and what procedures 
are followed to investigate these. 

4. Reports by Air Force & other personnel: how many in recent years? 

5. Total numbers and most likely explanation for UFO reports received within last 
three years. 



D.W.darke 
23 August 2004 



Sunday Dispatch (London), April 24, 1955, p. 1 



FLYING SAUCERS REPORT IS KEPT SECRET 

Air Ministry chiefs have been shown a full report of the RAFs five-year probe into 
Flying Saucers. To the great question: "Do Flying Saucers exist?" the answer is 
understood to be "No," But the public are not to know the details. 

Ten weeks ago the Sunday Dispatch knew about this report and pressed for 
publication in the public interest. Yesterday the Air Ministry stated that a senior officer 
has ordered that the report is never to be made public 

Fear of scepticism is one of the reasons that induced the air-marshals to have the report 
filed away They feel that the findings cannot be explained without revealing top-secret 
facts and that without a full explanation there would be a nation-wide controversy over 
the truth of the report. 



Sunday Dispatch, May 1, 1955, p 3 

MP; TELL ALL ON FLYING SAUCERS 



The Air Minister will be asked in the Commons on Wednesday if he will make public a 
report on Flying Saucers which an officer on the Air Staff has refused to release 

Major Patrick Wall (Con: Haltemprice) gave notice of his question after reading in last 
week's Sunday Dispatch that the report, prepared after a five year probe, will not be 
made public. 

"Unless there is a security risk, which I don't think there is, the public should know the 
truth," he told me. "If the Air Ministry have found the answer whether or not they exist 
it is of great interest to everyone " 



The following information was Riven to me by *r. Peterson, Wews 
ifdltor of the "Sunday Dispatch*. He asked that it should be 
trpated as strictly confidential, as it was given him by an 
inforrant in the Air ministry and you will understand that he 
is very anxious not to involve him. 

ThPrP are in fact 2 reports. The first is a full length 
rpnorf nin Snto so°e lOOQOwords . It does include a number 
of ' things which the authorities would certainly consider as 
aff**-atxrx secret. Another, and modified report, of about 
3SS Ss "een vetted for security and it was this one that 
;; r Peterson hoped would be made available for publication. 
Aq far a* the reasons for suppressing it are concerned, 
*r -eVersen 'feels sure that these are not very sound, though, 
as 'he put it, "boxed up" in a parliamentary answer they may 
Sound as though they are! 

He would be moat grateful if he could be informed if you 
do out down a Question, as he would like to give it publicity. 



LIBRA T 
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Oral Answers 
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Hill" I can reassure the hon. and 
, Vn^l Gentleman to this extent: 
l S"nis in recent years the demand has 
^e- : ded the supply, it is estimated that 
e f ^ current year the supply wil be 
substantially in excess of the demand. 

16 Mr* Bing asked the Postmaster- 
r ' the number ot business and 
nrk-ue subscriber lines, respectively 
Cn-ered to the Rainham Exchange, and 
'iv number of applications for business 
', llC i private lines, respectively, at present 
"uitsutnding. 

Or HU1 : The number of business sub- 
fibers' lines is 1,285, and of private 
Subscribers' tines 1,447. Forty-five 
business and 517 private applications are 
at present outstanding, apart from those 
in c nurse nf provision or under inquiry, 

Mr. Bing : Is the right hon. Gentleman 
-uvare that there are many small business 
ii litis in the Rainham area which have 
b:en unable to obtain telephones for a 
considerable period—one of which cases 
t called to his attention? In these circum- 
stances, does he not think that he could 
appeal to one or two of the very large 
firms who are connected to that exchange 
-for instance, Ford's works -to give up 
one or two of their lines in favour of small 
businessmen? 

Br. Hill : I do appreciate the problem 
of small businessmen waiting for tele- 
phones, and I shall look into the 
suggestion the hon. and learned Gentle- 
n\<n has made. 



cent, are unexplained need be attributed 
u> nothing more sinister than lack of 
data. 

Major WaH : I thank my hon. Friend 
for that reply, which I am sure will be 
of interest to a great many members of 
the general public. 



* FLYING SAUCERS " 

39. Major Wall asked the Under- 
Secretary of State for Air whether the 
Air Ministry inquiry into the existence of 
" flvine saucers " has been completed : 
and whether he proposes to publish a 
report. 

The Under-Secretary of State for Air 
'Mr. George Ward): Reports of " Hying 
■Queers." as well as any other abnormal 
objects in the sky, are investigated as 
ihcv come in, but there has been no 
for mul inquiry. About 90 per cent, of 
ihe reports have been found to relate to 
meteors, balloons > flares, and many other 
objects. The fact that the other 10 per 



TRANS POUT 

Area Consultative Committees 

41. lV'STt Page asked the Minister of 
Transport and Civil Aviation what steps 
he has taken, and what further steps he 
proposes to take, in pursuance of the 
recommendation of the Central Transport 
Consultative Committee for Great Britain 
in paragraph 5 of that Committee's 
Annua! Report for 1954 to increase the 
awareness of the public at large of the 
facilities provided by the area committees. 

Use Minister of Transport and Civil 
Aviation (Mr. John Boyd-Carpenier) : I 

shall continue to invite the attention of 
hon. Members and of organisations out- 
side to the use which can be made of 
these committees. But the good work they 
do is itself the best method of securing 
greater public attention to them. 

Mr. Kenton : Is my right hon. Friend 
aware that, however much these consulta- 
tive committees are used and however 
hard they trv, they will always be a poor 
substitute for Parliamentary Questions 
and debate ? 

Mr. Boyd-Carpenter : As my hon. and 
learned F fiend knows, they largely cover 
a sphere upon which, on the whole, Par- 
liamentary Questions are not admissible. 
As 1 believe my hon. and learned Friend 
knows, these committees do u very good 
job of work. 

Public Service Vehicles 
(Passengers' Injuries) 

4? Mr. Page asked the Minister of 
Transport and Civil Aviation how many 
accidents have occurred causing persona) 
injury to passengers falling inside public 
service road vehicles during the latesi 
convenient 12 months ; how far the num- 
ber shows an increase upon previous 
years ■ and whether he will cause a speeia 
inquiry to be made into this type of 
aeeideti l. 
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From: 

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 
5 th Floor, ZoneH, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A2HB 



Telephone 



e-mail 



(Direct dial) 

(Switchboard) 

(Fax) 
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020 7218 2140 
020 7218 9000 



Dr David Clarke 
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Your Reference 

Our Reference 

D/DAS/64/3/11 

Date 

21 July 2004 



Dear Dr Clarke 

Thank you for your letter of 5 th July and your cheque for £615. Your cheque has been passed to 
the MOD Accounts Department and I enclose a receipt for your records* 

We are still awaiting a decision on the documents outstanding from your request, but I will write 
to you again as soon as there is any news. 

With regard to our meeting,hafljffiHii3B and I are unavailable durin^h^lates you suggested in 
September, but we have made an appointment to meet you and SS7M^W | on the 1 October 2004 
at 1 1 .00am. I hope this will be convenient for you. 

Please enter the MOD Main Building by the North Door entrance in Horse Guards Avenue. You 
will be required to comply with security procedures which will include the searching of any 
luggage you have with you and may include putting it through an x-ray machine similar to those 
used at Airports. Please note that the security regulations for MOD buildings do not allow you to 
bring Camera's or ancillary recording equipment into the building. Mobile phones maybe carried, 
but have to remain switched off in most areas of the building. The building is fitted with mobile 
phone detection equipment in prohibited areas. The use of camera's on mobile phones is strictly 
forbidden. You will be allowed to bring a Laptop into the building, but will only be able to use it 
in designated areas. I have ensured that I have booked a conference room in an area where you 
will be able to use a laptop if you wish to do so. Security will be told that you will be visiting and 
will notify me of your arrival, 

I hope this is helpful. We are currently experiencing some technical problems with our telephone, 
so if you have any questions, please e-mail me at the address at the head of this letter. In the 
meantime, I look forward to receiving your agenda of items for discussion in due course. 



Yours sincerely, 
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From:L 

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

5 th Floor, Zone H, Main Building, Whitehall, London SW1A2HB 



Telephone 



e-mail 



(Direct dial) 

(Switchboard) 

(Fax) 
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020 7218 2140 
020 7218 9000 



RECEIPT 

This is to certify that the Ministry of Defence, Directorate of Air Staff has received a 
cheque from Dr David Clarke for the sum of £615 made out to The Accounting Officer, 
MOD. This was payment for the preparation and supply of information from MOD files 
on 'unidentified flying objects' which Dr Clarke requested in accordance with the Code of 
Practice on Access to Government Information. 
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From: CBSSBC-P01 
Sent: 21 July 2004 13:58 
To: DAS-FOI 

Cc: CBSSBC-SYOPS7; CBSSBC-SYOPS9 (CHOTS) 

Subject: Restricted: Security Helpdesk Enquiry - Visitors & Portable Recording Devices 
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Reference: Security Helpdesk Enquiry 85 - Visitors & Portable Recording devices in MB 

Thank you for your enquiry with referenoe to visitors to MOD Main Building with portable recording 
devices. The advice is by category of equipment: 

1. Camera's (including mobile phones with camera capability) - Covered by Photography/Sketch & 
Plan under the Official Secrets Act (OSA) and is forbidden 

2. Mobile Phones (without camera capability or with the capability disabled) - Covered by mobile phone 
policy recently issued and can only be used in designated areas 

3. Laptop computers with or without removable disk - Covered by the mobile phone policy recently issued 
and can only be used in designated areas 

4. Ancillary Recording Equipment - Covered by JSP440 Vol. 3, Part 7 Section 3 Chapter 5, Para 32 - 
"Ancillary recording equipment may only be brought into sensitive areas by the approval of the appropriate 
local security staff " . It is unlikely that CBSSBC Sy would provide the relevant approval, in this case. 

Should you require any further advice or information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Regards, 
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CBSSBC-PassOfficel & Security Helpdesk 
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21/07/2004 



Dr David Clarke 



Section 40 



Section 40 



Directorate of Air Staff(Secretariat)3 
Ministry of Defence 
Room 6/73 Metropole Building 
Northumberland Avenue, 
London WC2N 5BP 

5 July 2004 



Dearg^jEjEfiB 

Thank you for your letters dated 3 June and 21 June in response to my request for UFO 
related information and copies of files requested under the Code of Practice. 

The files dispatched under the date of 3 June arrived safely and I do appreciate the hard 
work that must have gone into assembling this material. As agreed I enclose a crossed 
cheque for £615 made out to 4 Accounting Officer MOD' in payment. Please could you 
let me have a receipt for this amount which is required for my project accountants. 

I look forward to receiving copies of the outstanding documents from D/AIR 
DEF/1 11/6/4 Part F and D/DPR(RAF)326 Part A when consultations with your 
colleagues have been completed. 

In the meantime, I hope that your move back into the MOD Main Building goes well. I 
hope you will be fully settled in by the time of the meeting we discussed in previous 
correspondence. I anticipate being able to send an agenda ofitem^j^iscussion before 
the end of this month. Having consulted with my colleague ^S^j^j on convenient 
dates for us, we would suggest the following: 

Monday, 13 September 2004 
Monday, 20 September 2004 
Friday, 24 September 2004 

The autumn university semester commences on 27 September and due to teaching 
commitments after that any Friday from 1 October would be equally convenient for us. 
Thank you again for your assistance which is appreciated, 



Yours sincerely, 
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Date 10(X\ 

| Pay ACCOONT/^G SttkEQ MOD — h 

1 /9nlV — 

r 
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ii / 1 I U^heque No, 



I 



Sort Code Account No, 

Pleass do not write or mark below this line 




From: 
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Directorate of Air Staff (Secretariat^ 



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE x < 
Room 6/73, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue, London, 
WC2N 5BP 



Telephone 



(Direct dial) 
(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 
(GTN) 



020 7218 2140 
020 7218 9000 
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Dr David Clarke 
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Your Reference 

Our Reference 
D/D AS/64/3/11 
Date 

21 June 2004 



Dear Dr Clarke 

Thank you for your letter of 3 June. I apologise for not replying sooner but I have been consulting 
with our records department about the UFO files held at The National Archives. I am now in a 
position to send a substantive reply. 



First, your letter seems to have crossed in the post with the information I sent to you on 3 June 
relating to your request for copies of seven files. I hope these have now arrived with you. 

With regard to your question about files held at The National Archives which are due for release 
between 2006-2009, 1 can confirm that the MOD has raised no objections to the early release of 
certain files relating to the 'UFO' phenomenon. However, I must point out that the identification 
of records for consideration for early release was the sole responsibility of The National Archives. 
As to when transferred material becomes available, this is a matter for The National Archives. 

You also asked about the status of four Ministerial files. With the exception of the Nigel Lawson 
file (which we have been unable to locate), three of the four Ministerial files are in the process of 
preparation for The National Archives. Unfortunately, the Richard Luce file has been in contact 
with files previously stored in an asbestos environment. In the circumstances this file has been 
isolated and will not be transferred to The National Archives at the present time. The National 
Archives will determine when the other files are suitable for transfer to Kew. 

As for the nine files, DEFE 24/1206, DEFE 24/1207-1212, D/DS8/75/2/1 Parts C and F- those 
assigned provisional National Archives references (ie.DEFE) are awaiting transfer to Kew. The 
two DS8 files are currently at a very early stage in the preparation process. However, these files 
are just a very small part of a very large collection (in excess of 400 files) that are new additions 
to DEFE 24, in the circumstances we do not anticipate transfer to The National Archives before 
September / October 2004 at the earliest. 

You asked if it would be possible for you to obtain, in advance, a list of UFO-related files which 
will be released in 2005. The National Archives is working in collaboration with the MOD to 
identify transferred information which is suitable for early release, but The National Archives will 



determine when material will be available. This question should therefore be directed to 
The National Archives. 

Finally, with regard to the meeting you have requested with DAS staff, we will arrange a mutually 
convenient date when we have received your agenda of matters for discussion. In the meantime 
you may wish to note that we will be moving out of this building on 9 ,h July and returning to the 
Ministry of Defence Main Building in Whitehall which has been undergoing refurbishment. Our 
address from the 12 th July will then be as follows; 

Ministry of Defence 

Directorate of Air Staff - Freedom of Information 

5 th Floor 

Zone H 

Main Building 

Whitehall 

London 

SW1A2HB 

I hope this is helpful. 



Yours sincerely, 
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Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 



lnfo-Recorcls1 

16 June 2004 13:17 

DAS-Sec3 

Input to Dr Clarke's letter of 3 June 



'fa., 



fip| 

lnputtoD.doc 
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I attach the suggested Recordsl input to your reply to Dr Clarke's letter of 3 June. 
I hope that it makes sense! 
FFH1HI1 



1 



info-Recordsl input to Dr Clarke's letter dated 3 June 2004 



Comment 


Suggested reply 


The early release exercise is a TNA 
initiative. 

TNA was responsible for identifying 
relevant records and clearing release 
with departments, 
Departments had no responsibility 
establishing the accuracy of lists 
produced by TNA, MOD's action being 
limited to advising whether release is 
agreed. 


1 can confirm that the Ministry of Defence 
has raised no objections to the early 
release of certain files relating to the 
"UFO" phenomenon. However, 1 must 
point out that the identification of 
records for consideration for early 
release was the sole responsibility of The 
National Archives. As to when transferred 
material becomes available this is an 
matter for TNA. 


Four Ministerial files: 

The tu*e file cannot be found (searches 

at Hayes, DAS and Records!), 


With the exception of the Lawson file 
(which we are unable to locate) three of 
the four Ministerial files are in the 
process of preparation for TNA. 
Unfortunately, the Luce file has been in 
contact wiin rues previously stored in an 
asbestos environment. In the 
circumstances this file has been isolated 
and will not be transferred to TNA at the 
present time. TNA will determine when 
the other two files are suitable for 
transfer to Kew. 


The preparatory work to enable files 
selected for permament preservation at 
TNA is a time consuming process. 
DEFE 24 (DS8 files) is a particular 
problem: there have no transfers for 
more than a year, and currently two draft 
lists are awaiting clearance by TNA. 
Unfortunately, the asbestos problem has 
impacted on many files being prepared 
for Kew r DEFE 24 has had more than 50 
files removed from transfer and this is 
may impact on any new additions to 
DEFE 24. 

Howevpr TNA ^taff havp aorppd that 

1 1 v VV v V v3 1 , 1 1 ^iyX J LCI r r 1 lave CI 1 LI IdL 

DEFE 24 should now be treated as a 
priority class for "sorting out" primarily 
due to the number of ufo files to be 
assigned, but perhaps more importantly 
the 400 plus files awaiting some form of 
action which would add significantly to 


Concerning the nine files - DEFE 
24/1206, 1207-1212, D/DS8/75/2/1 
Parts C and F - those assigned 
provisional TNA references are awaiting 
transfer to Kew. The two DS 8 files are 
currently at a very early stage in the 
preparation process. However, these 
files are just a very small part of a very 
large collection (in excess of 400 files) 
that are new additions to DEFE 24, in the 
circumstances we do not anticipate 
transfer to TNA before 
September/October 2004 at the earliest. 



the early release initiative. 




Dr Clarke may anticipate, but fortunately 
the decision is not for him but for TNA 
working in collaboration with MOD. The 
early release initiative deadline for 

rlonai'ttnflnt'c i^ii/iht" ho liilw hilt" tkio 

ucpcuLrTici lib rriiyriL Dcjuiy, out trie 

deadline for transfers to Kewto meet the 
January 2005 release is mid-November. 
As for the list of early releases this is for 
Kew not MOD. 


The question about a list of files 
available with effect from January 2005 is 
one that should be directed to TNA. 



"Missing" files (14 June 2004) 



TNA ref 


Date 


7?f/e 


Former ref 


1 . 


1 976 


Sir John Langtord Holt MO Mr J 
Hennessey 


AF/BJ 84/76 


£. . 




IN iy ti r LolWbUfl IVIr fvlr Mlcyrie DUUy 

UFO 


Mr /J Vv£ DU / / O 


3, 


1976 


Dr Coleman JP MP R J Whitrow - 
UFO 


AF/BJ76/76 


5. 


1976 


R Hatters ley Esq Mr R Park - UFO 


AF/JW270/76 


6. 


1977 


John Ellis - UFOs 


MR/122505 


7. 


1980 


UFO reports & correspondence 


D/DS8/75/2/1 PtG 
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

Directorate of Air Staff (Secretariat) 3 
Room 6/73, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue, 
LONDON WC2N 5BP 
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Telephone: (Direct dial)| 

(Swit chboard) 020 7218 9 000 
(Fax)l 
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CHOts address: DAS-Sec3 
E-Mail: das-sec3@defence.mod.uk 



FAX MESSAGE 



TO: Es5UfliE3> Info(Exp)Records 1 
SUBJECT: Dr Clarke 
DATE: 7 June 2004 

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS COVER: 3 







As discussed, here is Dr Clarke's latest letter. Please could you give me a call or 
e-mail regarding his comments on the files in the TNA and those from the late 1970's 
which I think your staff may be reviewing at the moment. 



Thanks 
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Pr David Clarke 
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Directorate of Air Staffi(Secretariat)3 
Ministry of Defence 
Room 6/73 Metropole Building 
Northumberland Avenue* 
London WC2N5BP 



3 June 2004 



Dear 



Section 40 



Thank you for your letter of 2 1 Aprii in response to my questions concerning access to 
UFO related material under the Code of Practice and forthcoming Freedom of 
Information Act. 



I note that the seven files I have requested under the code are currently being processed 
and I look forward to receiving these when the work is complete. 

Further to my question regarding access to files held at The National Archive (TNA) due 
for release between 2006-9. Enclosed with my letter I supplied a list of 30 UFO files 
covering the period 1975-78 held at TNA which I understood were currently under 
review for release following the implementation of the FOIA in 2005. Your reply said no 
final decision had been made regarding release of these files. However, I now understand 
from TNA FOIA office that all the files listed - (apart from four or five currently 
awaiting transfer) - and possibly a number of others will be available from 2005. Could 
you confirm this is correct? 

Assuming the intention remains to open a large number of files that were originally due 
for release 2006-9 this will extend the UFO material available at TNA to the years 1 978- 
79 from January. The list you supplied of UFO-related files held by MOD included four 
dating from 1976-77 that relate to correspondence with MPs Sir John Langford-Holt, 
Nigel Lawson, Richard Luce and Dr Coleman (file refs: AF/BJ84/76, AF/JW250/76, 
AF/BJ76/76 and MR/12554), Is it also your intention to release these files in 2005 as 
their date of creation falls within the same time period as the others listed in my letter? 



In addition, I note that the majority of the files earmarked for release next year date from 
the 1970s and in order to complete my research coverage of this decade I wish to 
examine reports and correspondence files up to 1979, Assuming the 30+ files outlined in 
my previous letter are released next year, there would appear to be a number of 
outstanding files that contain correspondence and sighting reports from this period (1978- 
79), These are: 

DEFE 24/1206 -UFO reports and correspondence 1977 (formerly D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt B) 
DEFE 24/12074212 - UFO reports 1978 (6 files) 
D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt C - UFO reports and correspondence 1978 
D/DS8/75/2/1 Pt F - UFO reports and correspondence 1979 

Could you confirm the status of these files, I wish know if the intention is to release them 
in 2005 or whether it would be necessary for me to request access to them separately 
under an FOIA request. 

I would anticipate that a decision will be made shortly regarding the extent of the files to 
be released in 2005, Once that decision is made would it possible to obtain a full list in 
advance of UFO-related files that will be available from next year. This is an area that 
could be discussed further at our forthcoming meeting. 

With respect to my request for a meeting with members of DAS (Secretariat) to discuss 
UFO matters, raised in my letter of 22 March. Thank you for confirmation tot a meeting 
is possible a nd we agree that it would be useful to outline a list of areas in advance that 
would make the discussion as meaningful as possible. I hope to be able to provide this 
information shortly and will be in touch to supply an agenda of matters for discussion. 
Once this has been agreed perhaps we could then arrange a mutually convenient date to 
meet as you suggest. 

In the meantime thank you for your attention to my requests, 



Yours sincerely. 
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From: 

Directorate of Air Staff (Secretariat^ 



MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

Ill' Metr °P° ,e Building, Northumberland Avenue, London 
WC2N 5BP ' 




Telephone 



(Direct dial) 
(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 
(GTN) 



020 7218 2140 
02Q 7216 90nn 
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Dr David Clarke 
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Your Reference 

Our Reference 
D/D AS/64/3/11 
Date 

3 June 2004 



Dear Dr Clarke 



Further to my letter of 21 st April, I am now in a position to send the information which you 
requested tn March. Please accept my apologies for the delay in sending you this information but 
you wdl appreciate the amount of data that has been processed. I will explain what iXSSS, b 

whMh n" t WlU ^ ° n a " fll6S Pers ° nal detaUs have been «™«J in accordance 
with the Data Protection Act 1 998 (DPA98). 

D/D Ops(GE)/l 0/8/1 Part A 

A full copy of the file is enclosed. On examination we noticed that enclosures 88 to 97 appear to 
be missing. This may have been a simple error in the numbering of the enclosures or these 
enclosures may have been removed, or moved to another file. If however, they have been 
removed it has not been possible to determine what has happened to them. 

D/AIR DEF/1 11/6/4 Part F 

A copy of the file is enclosed. However, enclosures 95 and 96 have been withheld pending the 
results of a request to the relevant authorities regarding release. I will write to you again about 
these soon as a decision has been received. 



D/AIR DEF/1 11/6/4 PartG 

A full copy of the file is enclosed. 

D/Affi DEF/1 11/6/4 PartH 
A full copy of the file is enclosed. 

D/DI55/108/15/2 

A full copy of the file is enclosed. 



MO/9/18 

A f ^ P r°^ he /i e " enclosed - 0ne ^closure has been withheld in accordance with Exemption 2 
of the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information which refers to internal discussion 
and advice. If you wish to appeal against our decision to refuse this information you should write 
to the Ministry of Defence, Directorate of Information (Exploitation), Room 819B St Giles Court 



1-13 St Giles High Street, London WC2H 8LD requesting that the decision be reviewed If 
following the internal review you remain dissatisfied, you may ask a Member of Parliament to 
take up the case with the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the Ombudsman) who 
can investigate on your behalf. The Ombudsman will not, however, consider an investigation 
until the internal review process has been completed. 

D/DPR(RAF)326 Part A 

This file contains seven documents relating to UFO matters. A copy of three of these are 
enclosed. The remaining four documents are currently withheld while we consult with our 
colleagues in the relevant branches to seek advice on their release. 

I hope that you will find this information useful. I will write to you again as soon as possible 
regarding the documents outstanding from D/AIR DEF/1 1 1/6/4 Part F and D/DPR(RAF)326 
Part A. In the meantime, I would be grateful if you could let me have your crossed cheque for 
£615 as agreed m your letter of 22 March 2004. The cheque should be made payable to 
"Accounting Officer MOD". 



Yours sincerely, 
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COVERING CONFIDENTIAL 



LOOSE MINUTE 

P 

D/DAS/64/3/1 1 
21 April 2004 

PI BCR-CG AD 



UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 



1 . As you will be aware, one of our regular correspondents (Dr Clarke) has 
made a request under the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information 
(the Code) for copies of papers from seven UFO related files. 

2. One of these files, contains two documents on UFO Policy which were 
generated by DIST and classified Confidential in 1997. I have attached copies of 
these papers and would be grateful if you could advise me as to whether you are 
content for the whole, or part, of these documents to be released. If you feel that 
anything should be withheld, we will have to apply an appropriate Code 
exemption. Any personal details such as individual's names, signatures and 
telephone numbers will be removed in accordance with the Data Protection Act 

1 998. 

3. I would appreciate a reply as soon as convenient. 
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DAS-Sec3 
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COVERNING CONFIDENTIAL 



^LOOSE MINUTE 
D/DI(ST)/11/10 
28 May 1997 



SecTAS^2 

Copy to: AOAD1 

PSO/ACAS 



DAO 

Hd Sec(AS) 
DI Sec 

DPR(RAFT~~~ 
AD/DI 55 
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UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA - POLICY 

Ref A: D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 13 May 97. 

1 . Tliank you for your minute and your observations. 

2. UFO/UAP. I note that you will continue to use the term "UFO" and 
appreciate your logic. We prefer to use the term UAP internally to DI(ST) since I 
believe that it more accurately describes the topic. 

3. PIS Interests. - Your existing policy statement is already classified 
RESTRICTED - POLICY and I believe that this is adequate to cover my suggested 
minor amendment. In dealing with the public I would expect you to continue to use 
the expression "anything of defence significance". 

4. Archive. By archive I meant your UFO report files since I assumed that you 
retain files to assist in answering questions from the public. My proposal was meant 
to indicate that once the database was established we would not retain any paper 
reports. I do not envisage that tins practice would impose any additional work on 
your department. 



5 -_ Database/Customers. DSc(Air) TG 3 and 4 strongly support our proposed 
initiative. If DAO still have no interest in any data-basing of material then I will 
support the minor costs involved from within my own budget. I am still prepared 
to include any minor DAO requirements if they do not have a significant effect on 



CONFIDENTIAL 

UNCLASSIFIED 



CONFIDENTIAL 

UNCLASSIFIED 

costs. 

6. I hope that my comments have assisted in your understanding of my 
intentions. I have no wish to "send the public a misleading message" and I will (as 
always in the DIS) take appropriate steps to ensure that the public do not become 
aware of this minor project. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 



LOOSE MINUTE 
D/DIST/11/10 
25 Apr 97 



SecfAS^2 

Copy to: 
AOAD1 
PSO/ACAS 
DAO 



AD/DI55 

UNIDENTIFIED AERIAL PHENOMENA fQAP) - POLICY 
References 

A. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 29 Jan 97 

B. D/DIST/11/10 dated 3 Feb 97 

C. D/DAO/1/13 dated 25 Mar 97 

D. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 2 Apr 97 

E. D/Sec(AS)/64/l dated 22 Apr 97 

1 . My apologies firstly for not responding sooner to your minutes at Ref. Unfortunately it 
took much longer than expected, at the time of my holding reply, to recover from a number of staff 
changes and to give the subject sufficient attention against other priorities. I am pleased that we 
should have this debate since at present there is a significant mismatch between our assumed 
responsibilities and our ability to resource them. 



2. Referring to the policy stated in your initial minute (Ref A, Annex paras 1 & 2) an 
immediate difficulty arises over the use of the term 'UFO'. This term is discredited in some circles 
and I think that consistent use of UAP would be much more satisfactory. This would then avoid 
an immediate association with 'extraterrestrial' phenomena and the difficulty which arises in trying 
to distinguish whether events are 'extraterrestrial' or not, a judgement which we are strictly 
incapable of making. While analysis may enable MoD to identify some phenomena, those that 
remain are by definition 'unidentified' rather than 'extraterrestrial'. 

3 . You queried at Ref A, para 3 a the extent of DIST interest in UFO reports. We agree that 
MoD's interest has to be related to defence significance but this is not solely to determine whether 



Hd Sec(AS)| 
DI Sec I 
DPR(RAFjH 




Policy 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

CONFIDENTIAL 



the UK ADR is breached, as implied by the parenthetical text in your Annex, para 2. DIST's role 
in support of customer requirements is to assess all source intelligence on foreign weapon systems 
and science & technology with military relevance. We have the responsibility to decide which 
sources are most appropriate and how they should be weighted for assessments. We regard UAP 
as a source, akin in some respects to human reporting not least in that the phenomena are reported 
by people and may not be fully appreciated or understood at the time. This intelligence interest 
needs to be explicitly covered in the policy statement and we propose that your Annex, para 2 
should read: 

'MoD's interest in 'UAP' is limited to examining reported sightings to establish if such activity 
might have a defence significance, viz; 

a. whether the UKADR has been breached; 

b. what intelligence is revealed on military capabilities of other countries; 

c. whether scientific and technical information of military significance is revealed. 5 
Arrangements 

4. Referring to your Annex, para 4 ? in the light of the above we do not consider that MoD can 
have no interest in extraterrestrial matters and needs to keep an open mind on whether 
'unidentified 5 phenomena may have significance. Additionally the lack of evidence to date in the 
DIS on the extraterrestrial hypothesis has to reflect the fact that we have not carried out any 
analysis. Effectively the UAP source is unproven for DIST purposes, a situation of concern even 
if we never expect it to be as reliable or valuable as other sources. Two principles therefore arise: 

Reports 

5. Firstly DIST needs to continue to receive reports in order to make the judgements at para 
3b and 3c above. It seems probable that only credible sources are likely to provide enough 
information for a substantive analysis and we are therefore prepared to constrain ourselves to 
receive reports in the categories at Ref D, para 2. 

Analysis 

6. Secondly DIST needs to have an adequate system in order to reference the information. 
In line with developing practices for other source intelligence we need a reliable system for the 
retention and analysis of data. Hitherto the paper records have been much too unwieldy for 
effective action leading to the failing noted above. The proposed filtering of reports will reduce 
the volume considerably and we need to take the opportunity to initiate a database now. How we 
do this remains to be decided. Our resources are heavily over-bid but it seems essential that we 
establish the database in order to reduce subsequent analysis effort to the minimum. The extent 
to which we incorporate retrospective reports into the database depends on the resource costs. 
At best we would aim to apply the proposed filters in order to reduce the task to manageable 
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proportions. Concurrently we have to decide whether it should be DIS policy to retain the other 
reports or rely on your own archive. I favour the latter. Once the database is established and 
populated we would commission a limited analysis to determine whether reports possess any 
intelligence, S&T value or discernible patterns (locations, features, performance) and establish the 
residue of significant unidentified events. 

7. This requirement for a database needs to be considered alongside D AO's interests and we 
should aim to develop a single framework and decide how to share the responsibility for data entry. 

Action 

8. We therefore propose to: 

a. plan in conjunction with DAO and customers how to achieve the database; 

b. implement the plan, sharing resources if appropriate; 

c. conduct, in DIST, a limited analaysis of events; 

d. review the situation once the database is accessible and no later than 12 months hence. 
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Loose Minute 
D/Sec(AS) 64/1 
13th May 1997 
DIST 
Copy to: 



Head of Sec (AS) 
AOAD1 
AD/DI55 

' UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS' - POLICY 

Reference: D/DIST/11/10 dated 25th April 1997 

1. Thank you for your minute at Reference settinq out the DIS 
interest in 'UFO 1 reports. 

2.1 was grateful for your detailed comments. I think it might 
be helpful if I list my observations on them in the same order 
(paragraph numbers in brackets in bold refer to your minute): 

a. You say that you would prefer the term 'DAP' rather than 
UFO 1 (para 2). Presentational ly this would give us some 

problems. To the vast majority of the public - and it is the 
public we deal with - 'UFO 1 with all its 'extraterrestrial 1 
connotations is the only one they recognise. Most are not 
interested in the difference and, to avoid any more confusion 
m their minds, we shall continue with 'UFO'. 

b. You suggest (para 3) amending the policy statement on 
MOD's interest to include your own specific areas of 
interests. However, the current wording 'anything of defence 
significance' has been couched in fairly general terms so 
that it can be used in response to PQs, letters from the 
public, the media etc. We need to be quite sure that there 
are no hostages to fortune in saying anything more detailed. 
Are you content to have your interests promulgated more 
widely given the inevitable questioning that will follow? 

c. I can assure you that we too are always careful to say 
that we have an open mind on this issue (para 4). 

d. For the future we shall copy to you (and DAO) only those 
sighting reports falling into the three categories set out in 
my minute to A0AD1 of 2nd April (D/Sec(AS)/64/l ) (para 5). 
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e. You say {para 6) that you need an adequate reference 
system for information culled from reports and intend a 
database, albeit that you have not yet determined how it 
might be achieved, and that incorporating retrospective 
reports depends on the costs involved. But you also say that 
you have to decide whether it should be 'DIS policy to retain 
other reports or rely on our archive ' . I am rather confused 
about what this means. Are the 'other 1 reports those copied 
to you previously which do not fall into the three categories 
(para d above), or those which will not be copied to you in 
future? Either way, I am concerned that you favour relying 
on our archive because you do not say what this might entail 
and I am afraid there are no Sec (AS) resources to support 
your work. If there is a DIS requirement for access to 
archive material I think it makes sense for DIS to retain the 
information . 



f. Returning to the subject of a database (para 7), you 
suggest DAO's requirements also need considering and propose 
a single framework, sharing responsibility for data entry. 
However, A0AD1 has said they have no requirement for a 
database (D/DAO/1/13 dated 25th March, para 11) and, as I 
made clear in my reply to him, Sec(AS) has no need of one 
either. It would be helpful to know who else might be a 
customer given Sec(AS)'s role as the MOD focal point for this 
subject, and what 'shared resources' might be used to 
implement the plan. Sec (AS) has neither staff nor money for 
this purpose and, I think, DAO is similarly constrained. 

3. I am sorry for the length of this note but we do all need to 
be quite clear what, as a Department, we are doing and why. We 
need to be very careful about expanding 'UFO' business and) 
thereby, sending the public a misleading message about the 'extent 
of MOD'S interest. Of course, should Government policy on this 
issue change, we will review the extent of our involvement 
accordingly. 
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE 

Room 6/73, Metropole Building, Northumberland Avenue, London, 
WC2N 5BP 



Telephone 



(Direct dial) 
(Switchboard) 
(Fax) 
(GTN) 



020 7218 2140 
020 7218 9000 




Dr David Clarke 



Your Reference 




Our Reference 
D/DAS/64/3/1 1 
Date 

2T April 2004 



Dear Dr Clarke, 

Thank you for your letter of 22 March concerning your further request for information under the 
Code of Practice on Access to Government Information. 

The seven files you have requested are currently being processed and I will write to you again as 
soon as possible. 

With regard to your request for an estimate of supplying D/D155/1 08/1 5/1 Part 9, unfortunately 
we are unable to access this file as it is currently held in the archive which is contaminated with 
asbestos. I should inform you that with the exception of D/D 15 5/1 08/ i 5/2 - Cosford Incident, 
Investigation, which you have already requested, all the Defence Intelligence UFO files are stored 
in this archive and are therefore not accessible at this time. 

In your letter you expressed concern about the future of files stored in the contaminated archive. 
You may therefore wish to be aware that the basement of the Old War Office Building houses 
some of the Ministry of Defence's archives, including some material already selected for transfer 
to The National Archives. Unfortunately, as a consequence of the discovery of asbestos in the 
vicinity of these archives access to the files stored at this location is no longer possible. In 
accordance with current health and safety regulations files have now been scaled in sacks and 
crated pending their re-location to another defence site. During the coming year the MOD will 
address the problem of how the information contained in these files may be safely accessed. 
However, at this point in the project it is not possible to state when, or in what form, any of the 
files affected by the asbestos contamination problem will be available to the public. 

You have also raised the question of access to files held at The National Archive (TNA) which are 
due for release between 2006-2009. An exercise is already under way to consider the status of 
more than 100,000 files already at TNA for possible release in January 2005 or soon after. Of the 
29 files cited in your letter, 25 are already at TNA. The remaining four are awaiting transfer 
between the MOD and TNA, and it is hoped that these will also be at TNA by the end of the year. 
No final decision has been made regarding the release of these files and a decision is unlikely 
before July 2004. 



Finally, you asked i f it would be possib le for you and pSfBBBEiM to meet with members of 
DAS (Secretariat). ^SHlE3^^H( Assistan t Director of DAS Secretariat) and myself, would 
be happy to meet you, but in order to make the discussion as meaningful as possible, it would be 
extremely helpful if you were able to outline in greater detail the "matters where ambiguity 
remains". In addition an indication of which other areas you wish to discuss would be helpful. 
Once wc have this information J hope that it will be possible to find a mutually convenient date to 
meet thereafter. 



Yours sincerely, 
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DAS-Sec3 



Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 



D News RAF 

19 April 2004 15:25 

DAS-Sec3 

RE: Interview / Meeting with Dr Clarke & 
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Many thanks for sight of the attached, which explains the situation very thoroughly. I can't think of anythinq else to 
add y 
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— Original Message — 

From: DAS-Sec3 

Sent: 19 April 2004 15:09 

To: D News RAF 

Subject: Interview / Meeting with Dr Clarke & 
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Here is our brief for US of S on the proposed meeting with our two Ufo historians. Please let 
me know if you have any comments. 

« File: Dr Clarke Interview - Sub to Mini .doc » 
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19 April 2004 
PS/US of S 

Copy to: 

APS/Minister(DP) 
Head of AHB(RAF) 
AHB(RAF)-PCB(AIR) 
D News RAF 
InfoAccess-AD 
Info Access- PM4 
Info-Records 1 



UNIDENTIFIED FLYING OBJECTS - PROPOSED MEETING BETWEEN 
RESEARCHERS AND MEMBERS OF DAS 

Issue 

1 . Members of DAS, with policy responsibility for the department's limited 
interest in Unidentified Flying Objects, have beer^skecMo meet with two 
prominent researchers (Dr David Clarke anci^EI^ES^B who are studying 
UFO phenomena. 

Recommendation 

2. That Minister notes that DAS staff intends to agree to the meeting, to 
be held on a date in May 2004. 

Timing 

3. Routine. 
Background 

4. Dr David Clarke has been corresponding with DAS on the subject of 
UFOs since 1 998. He states he was a founder member of the Independent 
UFO Network in 1987 and of the UFO Investigator's Network in 1999. He has 
also served as a Council member of the British UFO Research Association in 
the late 1 980s, Dr Clarke was a journalist for ten years in the regional press 
and, in addition to his current studies, now works freelance. He has written 
(or co-written) eight books on UFOs T ghosts and legends and has contributed 
to a number of magazine articles and TV programmes on related subjects. 
He is currently a post-doctoral researcher based at the National Centre for 
English Cultural Tradition and Language at Sheffield University where he is 
studying the social history of UFO phenomena in Britain from 1947. He is in 
the process of preparing an application to the Economic and Social Research 
Council for funding to undertake a two-year project to further his research. 




5. | has also been corresponding with DAS on UFO 
matters since 2000. He works closely with Dr Clarke on a number of projects 
and has written, or contributecH^even books on UFOs, ghosts and legends 
(with Dr Clarke and others).^5355EEB' rias produced articles for UFO 
magazines, local and national TV and radio shows. 

6. Both Dr Clarke and EBSBfiEM have made a large number of requests 
for information about our files relating to UFOs under the Code of Practice on 
Access to Government Information. They have indicated that they intend to 
continue to do so when the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) comes 
into force on 1 January 2005. They have recently requested a meeting with 
members of DAS staff in order to avoid unnecessary correspondence in 
future. They have assured us that this meeting is for the purposes of their 
own research only. 

7. Previous practice has not been to agree to such requests, which has 
possibly contributed to the perception by some groups that the Department is 
being secretive. The subject matter lends itself well to populist theories of 
government cover-ups, and appearances in the media by unofficial MOD 
spokesmen only highlights our reluctance to enter into debate. Rejection of 
the request could further increase the perceived secrecy surrounding the 
MOD position on this subject. 

8. DAS staff believes that given the current climate of government 
openness, and forthcoming Freedom of InformationAcU^yould be beneficial 
for us to meet these two researchers. Clarke and tSBBBBl 'inn^ar to have 
some influence within academic and specialist UFO groups and a meeting 
could help them gain a better understanding of the department's limited 
interest in this subject. I propose to meet them, together with the appropriate 
Desk Officer, sometime next month. In adva nce of the m eeting we would 
seek details of the issues Messrs Clarke and^5^H',vish to discuss at the 
meeting, and we would emphasise that any information provided was being 
provided solely to assist with their research. We do not propose a more active 
engagement with UFO interest groups. D News RAF has been consulted and 
is content for this meeting to proceed. 



[Original Signed] 
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To: 

Subject: 
Importance: 



DAS-SecAD 

15 April 2004 17:07 

DAS-Sec3 

RE: Interview 

Low 




Section 



We spoke. Please draft out a short submission to PS/USofS along the lines we discussed I'd 
like to take a look at it on Monday please. 

I would hope we could get something to Clarke next week, 
thanks, 



Sec 









Original Message 

From: DAS-Sec3 
Sent: 1 5 April 2004 09:27 

To: DAS-SecAD 
Subject: FW: Interview 
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For info. 

Are you happy for the letter to go to Clarke now? Do you think we should advise Dr Lewis Moonie MP? 



— Original Message — 
From: D News RAF 

Sent: 15 April 2004 08:44 

To: DAS-Sec3 , 

Subject: Interview 
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Sorry for the delay responding. 

We have no problem with the proposed interview, subject to the outlines that Dr Clarke talks about in his letter to 
you. 

The advice from here is that it may be worth informing Ministers, making mention of the fact that you have 
spoken to us and we support the proposal. 

Hope that helps? Please let me know if you need anything else. 
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D News RAF 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 



D News RAF 

15 April 2004 08:44 

DAS-Sec3 

Interview 




Sorry for the delay responding. 

We have no problem with the proposed interview, subject to the outlines that Dr Clarke talks about in his letter to 
you. 

The advice from here is that it may be worth informing Ministers, making mention of the fact that you have spoken to 
us and we support the proposal, 

Hope that helps? Please let me know if you need anything else. 




Sqn Ldr 

D News RAF 
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Section 6 Disclosure of Information 

6.1 Principles governing disclosure of information 

This section describes the principles governing the public disclosure of 
information by serving or former members of the Department and sets out the 
rules that apply those principles to specific cases. The activities governed by 
this section are: 

• public lectures and speeches, interviews with or communications to the 
press or other media, film, radio and television appearances and 
statements to non-G^ej]imental bodies, including MOD-sponsored 
conferences and seminars; 

• books, monographs, articles, letters or other text, including supposed 
fiction; 

• theses for degrees, diplomas or MOD-sponsored fellowships; 

• parti cij^ionjn outside study conferences, seminars and discussions. 
You must not make comment on, or make disclosure of: 

» classified or "in confidence" information; 

• relations between civil servants and Ministers, and advice given to 
Ministers; 

• politically controversial issues; 

• material covered by copyright, unless prior permission has been 
obtained. Particular care must be taken where the origin of the material 
is obscure; 

• information that would conflict with MOD interests or bring the Civil 
Service into disrepute; 

• information that may jeopardise the commercial interests of the MOD or 
companies or organisations collaborating with the MOD; 

• information that would undermine the security or other national interests 
of collaborating countries; 

• anything that the MOD would regard as objectionable about individuals or 
organisations; 

You must not publish or broadcast personal memoirs reflecting your 
experience as a Government official, or enter into commitments to do so, 
while in Crown employment. 

6.2 Greater openness in Government requires; 

• the fullest possible exposition to Parliament and the public of the reasons 
for Government policies and decisions once these have been 
announced; and 
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• improving public understanding about the way the processes of 
Government work and the factual and technical background to 
Government policies and decisions. 

Ministers are responsible for the exposition of Government policies and 
decisions. Staff must avoid being drawn into public discussion on justification 
of Government policies. 

^ 7 6.3 Seeking permission 

You must obtain authority, before taking part in any outside activity involving: 

• the disclosure of information obtained in the course of official duties; 



• the use of official experience; 



Chapter 3 
Annex M 
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6.4 



6.5 



6.6 



6.7 



Chapter 3 
Annex M 



• the public expression of views on official matters. 

The procedures for obtaining permission are set out in Annex M to Chapter 3. 

You are responsible for seeking this authority in sufficient time to allow proper 
consideration. Failure to obtain permission before undertaking any such 
activity is a disciplinary offence. 

Elected officials of a recognised trades union or staff association do not need 
to obtain MOD authority if they are publicising their association's or union's 
views on an official matter which, because it directly affects the conditions of 
service of members, is of legitimate interest to them. This exemption does 
not apply to the (probably rare) case where the official duties of the union or 
association representative as a public servant are directly concerned with the 
matter in question; 

You do not need permission to take part in activities organised by, or on 
behalf of, unions or staff associations, although conduct in public should still 
be consistent with the principles set out above. 

International organisations 

When serving in an international organisation, or with visiting forces, you 
must observe the rules and regulations of that body. You must consult 
Defence Information Division (D-INFOD) wherever material concerns the UK, 
or in any cases of doubt. 

Former members of staff 

After leaving the Department you must obtain official sanction from the MOD 
before publishing any information gained as a result of your official duties. 

Press announcements 

Official communications to the Press are made by the public relations staff, or 
other duly authorised personnel. You must not comment on issues of a 
politically controversial nature. 

Broadcasts and media interviews 

If you are approached directly about participation in a radio or TV 
programme, or about co-operating in the production of a programme you 
must report the matter in accordance with the detailed instructions in 
Annex M to Chapter 3. A member of the Defence Information Division or a 
duly authorised officer must be present at all press interviews. 
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6 8 Release of Information at MOD conferences, seminars, etc 

Sponsors of MOD conferences and seminars, at which classified information 
is to be discussed, must obtain approval from AD CB Sy before issuing 
invitations. 



6.9 Political conferences 

You must obtain the permission from a senior line manager before attending 
conferences of a political nature in an official capacity. 

6.10 Outside seminars and study conferences 

If you receive an invitation from a non-governmental body to participate in a 
study, conference, seminar or discussion you ™st_se^kpriorj)ermission 
from: 

| * D News CPO - (Chief Press Officer) if serving in Ministry of Defence 
' Headquarters; 

• D Def Sy (Scientific and Technical), if DPA or DSTL personnel (for 
clearance of material); 

• the TLB holder or his or her delegated representative, if working outside 
MOD HQ. 



In any case of doubt you must consult D Def Pol. You must submit texts in 
advance in accordance with the procedures set out in the Annex M to 
Chapter 3. 

6.11 Outside organisations 

You do not need prior approval to take part in the proceedings of the 
following institutes: 

• International Institute for Strategic Studies (HSS), 

• Royal Institute of International Affairs (RHA). 

• Royal United Services Institute for Defence Studies (RUSI). 
Your participation is, however, subject to the following conditions: 

• if nominated by the MOD to participate in a study, conference or seminar 
on defence problems you are encouraged to make as useful a 
contribution as possible but, if you are in doubt, you should consult D Def 
Pol; 



■! ; - • when participating in a discussion, you must be aware that your remarks 
-f may be reported and publicised: you should avoid conflict with MOD or 
-' Government policy; 

Annex n • you must not reveal classified or commercially sensitive material. 

6.12 Questionnaires 

You must not: 



* complete outside questionnaires if it involves disclosing detailed and 
significant information about official duties. If in doubt you must consult 
the security officer or the appropriate publication clearance authority; 
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Annex N Confidentiality and Official Information 

1 Rules 

Departments and agencies must remind staff on appointment, retirement or 
resignation that they are bound by the provisions of the criminal law, 
including the Official Secrets Act, which protect certain categories of official 
information, and by their duty of confidentiality owed to the Crown as their 
former employee. 

2 Standards of conduct to be reflected in local staff regulations 

Civil servants are expected to be prepared to make available official 
information which is not held in confidence within Government in accordance 
with Government policy and departmental or agency instructions. They must 
not, without relevant authorisation, disclose official information which has 
been communicated in confidence within Government or received in 
confidence from others. 

3 Civil servants must continue to observe this duty of confidentiality after they 
have left Crown employment, 

^> 4 Civil .§.?.rvants_ must not take part in any activities or make any public 

statement whi c h_m ig.ht j nv o ly e th e d is clos u re of off ici a I i nf 6 r mati o n o r d raw 
ujpon experience gained in their official capacity without the prior approval of 
*(?J?J r _ ^ G J??rL me D* or agency. They must clear in advance material for 
publication, broadcasts or public discussion^which draws on official^ 
information or e xperience. " 

5 Civil servants must not publish or broadcast personal memoirs reflecting their 
experience in Government, or enter into commitments to do so T whilst in 
Crown employment. The permission of the Head of the Department and the 
Head of the Home Civil Service must be sought before entering into 
commitments to publish such memoirs after leaving the service. 

6 Civil servants must not seek to frustrate the policies or decisions of Ministers 
by the use or disclosure outside the Government of any information to which 
they have had access as civil servants. 

7 Civil servants must not take part in their official capacities in surveys or 
research projects, even attributably, if they deal with attitudes or opinions on 
political matters or matters of policy. 
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30 March 2004 
DAS (Sec) 3 

ENQUIRY: DR DAVID CLARKE'S LETTER DATED 22 MARCH 2004 

1 . Thank you for sight of Dr Clarke's recent letter in which you seek an Info- 
Recordsl input to two questions. 

2. Three branches store files in the OWOB, DIS, AHB and DG Info (the latter being the 
official MOD sensitive archive). The Dl 55 files are, I presume in the DIS archive, with 
the exception of D/DI55/1 08/1 5/1 Parts 21-25, dating from 1979 which are all with 
Records 1 awaiting transfer to TNA (TNA refs DEFE31 /I 77-1 81 ). 

3. What to say to Dr Clarke our standard line, slightly tweaked for Dr Clarke: 

"The basement of the Old War Office Building houses some of the Ministry of 
Defence's archives, including some material already selected for transfer to The 
National Archives. Unfortunately T as a consequence of the discovery of asbestos in 
the vicinity of these archives access to the files stored at this location is no longer 
possible. In accordance with current health and safety regulations files have now 
been sealed in sacks and crated pending their re-location to another defence site. 
During the coming year the MOD will address the problem of how the information 
contained in these files may be safely accessed. However, at this point in the project 
it is not possible to state when, or in what form any of the files affected by the 
asbestos contamination problem will be available to the public." 

4. On the question of the accelerated release of files already held by TNA. An 
exercise is already under way to consider the status of more than 1 00,000 files 
already at Kew for release in January 2005 or soon after (staff at Kew have privately 
suggested that a large scale once only release might not be manageable, therefore it 
is possible a phased release programme might be adopted). It is also important to 
state no final decision has been made and a decision is unlikely before July 2004 (the 
deadline set by TNA), Of the 1 200 MOD files at Kew being considered under this 
initiative between 60-65 have been recalled for a more detailed examination. About 
20 of the files cited by Dr Clarke in his letter were not included in TNA's accelerated 
release programme. They were missed due to a "programming error". They will now 
form part of a follow-up exercise! However, I do not anticipate claiming an FOI 
exemption for these files. 



5. Of the 29 files cited in his letter 2 5 are already at Kew (being transferred at 
various dates ie 6 April 1 999, 1 Feb 2000, 2 October 2001 and 21 August 2002), 

6. The four files still to be transferred: DEFE 24/1 206, DEFE 24/1 207, DEFE 71 /34 & 
DEFE 71 /35 transfer is by arrangement between MOD and TNA ie we're waiting for 
Kew to pick the files up! 1 therefore suggest that in your reply to Dr Clarke you flag 
up the four files awaiting transfer and suggest that it is hoped that these are at Kew 
before the end of the year. 

7. Hope that this is helpful, but come back if further clarification is required. 
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■ 

Please see attached Dr Clarke's latest request for information which I 
received yesterday afternoon. 



I would appreciate your advice as to a suitable form of words to his 
questions (as marked) on page 2 regarding the DI55 UFO files held in the 
OWO archive, and the future of the files held, but not yet released, in The 
National Archive. With regard to the latter, I know you told me that 



TNA want to release these on 1 Jan 2005, but T was not sure whether this 
has actually been agreed with the MOD and if so, whether this is common 
knowledge yet. 



As always, 1 am grateful for your help. 



Dr David Clarke 
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directorate of Air Steff(Seeretariat)3 
Ministry of Defence 
Room 6/73 Metropole Building 
Northumberland Avenue, 
London WC2N 5BP 



22 March 2004 



Deaii 
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Thank you for your letters of 23 December 2003 and 1 5 January 2004, in response to my 
recent requests for UFO-related information. 

Firstly, I wish to deal with your 23 December letter in which you provided an estimate 
for the cost of processing the list of files I wish to request under the Code of Practice for 
Access to Government Information. Having examined your list I now wish to place an 
order for the following: 

No 4 (from your table): DD Ops(GE)10/8 PtA (one file) 

UFO debate. House of Lords 1980 estimate for processing: £1 20 

No 6 (from your table): D Air Def/11 1/6/4 Pts F-H (3 files) 

ATC - Low Flying UFOs, 1992-95 estimate for processing: £420 

No 8 (from your table): D/DI55/108/15/2 (one file) 

UFO - Cosford Incident, 1993 estimate for processing: £60 

No 9 (from your table): MO/9/18/Pt 1 (one file) 

UFO policy estimate for processing: £60 

No 10 (from your table): D/DPR(RAF)326 PtA (I file) 

UFOs: Security Matters (UFO papers only) estimate for processing £15. 

This request is therefore for a bateh of* files, at an estimated cost of £675 With die first 
four hours processing free, this leaves a total of £61 5. Please proceed on this basis. 



in addition^ although this file was not listed in my letter of 26 November 2003 I request 
an estimate for the supply of the file titled: D/DI55/108/1S/1 Pt 9: UFO incident reports 
- period not known. Its title and chronological position in the list you supplied suggests 
it may contain information on reports referred to the Defence Intelligence staff before the 
cunrent file series began in the 1970s, Please could you confirm the dates covered by the 
contents when you supply the estimate. 

Further to the subject of DI 55 files, I was concerned to learn from your letter that the DI 
UFO policy files (?) are "currently held in an archive which is subject to asbestos 
congmmatiotr. I understand this was one of the matters which my colleague bEBHS 



i i j — — ^c^* miasms 

|*§sed with you during his recent visit to London. As historians of this subject we 

are concerned at the possibility that these files may be destroyed at some point in the 
future. I very much hope this can be avoided and ask for an assurance they will not be 
destroyed as they are of historical significance. Please could you supply further 
information as to which files are specifically affected, and what kind of action plan is 
being implemented to resolve the problem. 



On a related matter you will recall that in my letter of 26 November last year I asked how 
the implementation of the Freedom of Information Act would affect the release of UFO- 
related records after 2005. 1 note that The National Archives guidelines on 
implementation of the FOIA state that as of 1 January 2005 the '30 year rule' will cease 
to exist, therefore theoretically it will be possible for researchers to apply for access to 
files currently held at TNA which are less than 30 years old. 

Therefore, I attach a list (Attachment 1) of 30 UFO files covering the years 1974-1978 
that are currently held at TNA and are due for release between 2006-2009 under current 
legislation. If - as TNA states on its website - the 30 year rule will no longer be 
applicable from 1 January 2005 1 wish to apply for access to these files as of that date. I 
have notified the TNA FOIA officer of my request in advance of the implementation of 
the Act Please could you confirm that I will be able to have access to the files listed in 
Attachment I from 2005. 



Further to the other matters concerning access to UFO records, and MoD policy on this 
subject, raised in mvletter^f 26November and in earner correspondence. I understand 
that my colleagu e^ElElEflM -aised the possibility of a formal interview with you 
and/or representatives ofymn^ecretariat during his visit to London on Tuesday, 9 March 
2004 in the company of EBSffiliEU hn wished to submit a photograph for analysis. 

We fully understand that you are reluctant to agree to an formal interview on the grounds 
that what could be said might be taken out of context, or if publicized could lead to 
further requests from other interested parties and therefore add to your administrative 
burden. We wish to assure you that the proposed interview will be for the purposes of our 
on-going research only, and a transcript of what was said would be submitted for your 
approval immediately afterwards. 



As SKMii ma.^ clear on 9 March, a face to face interview allows both parties to expand 
on subjects in a way which is not possible via correspondence. According to your own 
records MoD have in fact granted a num ber of reques ts for formal interviews o n several 
nrevic^occasions^^ EHSffifiK in 1967 (with EBBBBKi and EHSBI 

E3^*2|l%S BBSBBEill land 1983 (Jenny Randies), therefore there are 
precedents. As far as I'm aware none of these earlier interviews have resulted in the 
publication of material that has been of embarrassment to MoD, therefore there should be 
no grounds for you to suspect our motives for making this request are anything other than 
research-related. 

You will be fully aware, from our extensive correspondence, of my ongoing research into 
official investigations of UFO/aerial phenomena from 1950 to present. This research will 
continue for at least three years with academic support from the University of Sheffield 
as a result of the depth and breadth of the material we are gathering, and further requests 
for funding are currently under consideration. I feel it is essential at this stage for a face- 
to-race interview to take place in order to clear up some matters where ambiguity remains 
and to avoid unnecessary correspondence in future. 

I understand that if we wish to pursue our request for an interview we should put this 
request in writing, stating our reasons (which I have outlined above), for submission to 
your head of department for approval. I therefore request a formal interview with 
representatives from your secretariat and/or other branches of MoD who are responsible 
for UFO-related matters. Persons present would be Dr David Clarke and EBSBfiKM 
Further to this request I attach a copy of the letter, dated February 2003, from my headof 
department at the National Centre for English Cultural Tradition (NATCECT), 
University of Sheffield, endorsing my research and requesting MoD co-operation, I 
would be grateful if you could bring this to the attention of the person who is to authorize 
the proposed interview. If you would like me to submit an updated letter please let me 
know. 

If you have any questions further to the proposal above, please let me know. In the 
meantime I wish to thank you for your assistance and look forward to hearing from you, 



Yours sincerely, 



Dr D.Clarke 
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Attachment 1 



UFO Records currentl y held at The National Archives. Kew under the '30 year rale' 



AIR 2/18874 
AIR 2/18920 
AIR 2/18921 
DEFE 24/1206 

AIR 2/18961 
AIR 2/18962 
AIR 2/18963 
AIR 2/18964 
AIR 2/18965 
AIR 2/18966 
AIR 2/3 8967 
AIR 2/18968 



UFO correspondence 1974-75 (release: 2006) 
UFO correspondence 1975 (release: 2007) 
UFO correspondence 1976 (release: ?) 
UFO correspondence 1977 (release: 2008) 

UFO reports 1975 (release: 2006) 



AIR 2/18949 
AIR 2/18969 
AIR 2/1 8970 
AIR 2/18971 
AIR 2/18972 
AIR 2/18973 
AIR 2/18974 
AIR 2/18975 
AIR 2/18976 
AIR 2/18977 
AIR 2/18978 

DEFE 24/977 
DEFE 24/978 
DEFE 24/979 
DEFE 71/34 
DEFE 71/35 
DEFE 24/1207 



UFO reports 1976 (release : 2007) 



UFOs: edited reports 1976-77 (release : 2008) 
UFOs: edited reports 1977 (release: 2008) 
UFOs: edited reports 1977 (release: 2008) 
UFO reports 1 977 (release: 2008) 
UFO reports 1977 (release: 2008) 
UFO reports 1978 (release: 2009) 



The University of Sheffield 



The National Centre for English Cultural Tradition 



Sheffield 
S10 2TN 



c0jp J C Beal, Director 




£ J DA Widdowson, Research Professor 

D G Hey> Emeritus Professor (Names Project) 

P S Smith, Associate Director (Memorial University, Newfoundland) 

M H Jones, Assistant Director 



http://www.shef-ac.uk/eiiglish/natcect/ 



Email: 



To whom it may concern : 

I can confirm that Dr David Clarke is a post-doctoral researcher based at the National Centre for English 
Cultural Tradition, University of Sheffield. During the past three years Dr Clarke has been collecting 
material relating to the social history of the *UFO phenomenon' in Britain from 1 947 to present. 

His research has concentrated upon documenting official investigations, drawing upon a wide range of 
sources including material available at the Public Record Office and other public and private archives, 

Dr Clarke is now in the process of preparing an application to the Economic and Social Research Council 
(E.S.R.C.) for funding to undertake a two-year project to further develop his research. 

The E.S.R.C. operates a joint scheme with MOD "designed to stimulate collaboration between research 
establishments and academic institutes" and notes that where research is concerned with "defence issues 
and other areas which may be of interest to the MOD, the MOD may be willing to co-fund the project" 

The proposed research will document the historical context that has formed the basis for the development 
of public policy towards the UFO problem from 1 950 to present. It will scrutinize the role of the media and 
other opinion- formers in shaping popular opinion towards 'unidentified flying objects', and discuss how 
this in turn has influenced public policy adopted by MOD. 

I am confident that Dr Clarke's proposal will be of interest to the Ministry of Defence as a historical 
reference work, given the Ministry's responsibility for answering public and media inquiries relating to this 



In order for Dr Clarke to undertake his research, it will be necessary for him to make requests for access to 
MOD material currently closed under the Public Record Act 1958. It is our understanding that from 
January 2005 this material will be subject to applications under the Freedom of Information Act, and that 
prior to implementation you will be reviewing information "to see what material may be made more * 
generally available." 

Given this commitment, I hope you will consider a) supporting Dr Clarke's proposal to the E.S.R.C under 
the joint scheme and/orb) considering Dr Clarke's offer of assistance in the process of processing and 
cataloguing your archives, as a part of his research proposal. 

Yours sincerely, [gf! 



subject. 




Director 




The Queens 
Anniversary P rj zes 



199S 2000 



Dr David Clarke 
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Directorate of Air Staflf(Secreteriat)3 
Ministry of Defence 
Room 6/73 Mctropole Building 
Northumberland Avenue, 
London WC2NSBP 



22 March 2004 



Dear 
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Thank you for your letters of 23 December 2003 and 15 January 2004, in response to my 
recent requests for UFOrelated information. 



Firstly, I wish to deal with your 23 December letter in which you provided an estimate 
for the cost of processing the list of files I wish to request under the Code of Practice for 
Access to Government Information. Having examined your list I now wish to place an 
order for the following: 

No 4 (from your table): DD Ops(GE)10/8 PtA (one file) 

UFO debate, House of Lords 1980 estimate for processing: £ 1 20 

No 6 (from your table): D Air Def/1 1 1/6/4 Pte F-H (3 files) 

ATC - Low Flying UFOs, 1 992-95 estimate for processing; £420 

No 8 (from your table): D/DI55/108/15/2 (one file) 

UFO - Cosford Incident, 1993 estimate for processing: £60 

No 9 (from your table): MO/9/18/Pt 1 (one file) 

UFO policy estimate for processing: £60 

No 10 (from your table): D/DPR(RAF)326 Ft A (1 file) 

UFOs: Security Matters (UFO papers only) estimate for processing £15. 



This request is therefore for a batch of? files, at an estimated cost of £675. With the first 
four hours processing free, this leaves a total of £61 5. Please proceed on this basis. 



In addition^ although this file was not listed in my letter of 26 November 2003 I request 
an estimate for the supply of the file titled: D/DI55/108/15/1 Pt 9: UFO incident reports 
- period not known. Its title and chronological position in the list you supplied suggests 
it may contain information on reports referred to the Defence Intelligence staff before the 
cunrent file series began in the 1970s. Please could you confirm the dates covered by the 
contents when you supply the estimate. 

Further to the subject of DI 55 files, I was concerned to learn from your letter that the DI 
UFO policy files (?) are "currently held in an archive which is subject to asbe stos 
contaminat ion". I understand this was one of the matters which my colleague EEBffifil 
5??f5<IS!^ flj§sed with you during his recent visit to London. As historians of this subject we 
are concerned at the possibility that these files may be destroyed at some point in tide 
fixture. I very much hope this can be avoided and ask for an assurance they will not be 
destroyed as they are of historical significance. Please could you supply further 
information as to which files are specifically affected, and what kind of action plan is 
being implemented to resolve the problem. 

On a related matter you will recall that in my letter of 26 November last year I asked how 
the implementation of the Freedom of Information Act would affect the release of UFO- 
related records after 2005, 1 note that The National Archives guidelines on 
implementation of the FOIA state that as of I January 2005 the * 30 year rule* will cease 
to exist, therefore theoretically it will be possible for researchers to apply for access to 
files currently held at TNA which are less than 30 years old. 

Therefore, I attach a list (Attachment 1) of 30 UFO files covering the years 1974-1978 
that are currently held at TNA and are due for release between 2006-2009 under current 
legislation. If - as TNA states on its website - the 30 year rule will no longer be 
applicable from 1 January 2005 1 wish to apply for access to these files as of that date. I 
have notified the TNA FOIA officer of my request in advance of the implementation of 
the Act. Please could you confirm that 1 will be able to have access to the files listed in 
Attachment 1 from 2005, 

Further to the other matters concerning access to UFO records, and MoD policy on this 
subject, raised in my letter of 26 November and in earlier correspondence. I understand 
that my colleague EBSffiBKM raised the possibility of a formal interview with you 
and/or representatives of your secret ariat during his visit to London on Tuesday, 9 March 
2004 in the company ofEEfSfflifiE who wished to submit a photograph for analysis. 



We fully understand that you are reluctant to agree to an formal interview on the grounds 
that what could be said might be taken out of context or if publicized could lead to 
further requests from other interested parties and therefore add to your administrative 
burden. We wish to assure you that the proposed interview will be for the purposes of our 
on-going research only, and a transcript of what was said would be submitted for your 
approval immediately afterwards. 



As EHBfi m&fo clear on 9 March, a face to face interview allows both parties to expand 
on subjects in a way which is not possible via correspondence. According to your own 
records MoD have in fact granted a num ber of reque sts for formal interviews on several 
previous o ccasior^fo^^ in 1967 (with EBSffiBK i:mdE3S?Bti 

BraSBml ^i 196S raPMMMflU pan^ 1933 (Jenny Randies), therefore there are 
precedents, As far as Tm aware none of diese earlier interviews have resulted in die 
publication of material that has been of embarrassment to MoD, therefore there should be 
no grounds for you to suspect our motives for making this request are anything other than 
research-related. 

You will be fully aware, from our extensive correspondence, of my ongoing research into 
official investigations of UFO/aerial phenomena from 1950 to present. This research will 
continue for at least three years with academic support from the University of Sheffield 
as a result of the depth and breadth of the material we are gathering, and further requests 
for funding are currently under consideration. I feel it is essential at this stage for a face- 
to-face interview to take place in order to clear up some matters where ambiguity remains 
and to avoid unnecessary correspondence in future, 

I understand diat if we wish to pursue our request for an interview we should put this 
request in writing, stating our reasons (which 1 have outlined above), for submission to 
your head of department for approval, I therefore request a formal interview with 
representatives from your secretariat and/or other branches of MoD who are responsible 
for UFOrelated matters. Persons present would be Dr David Clarke and^^j^J^BB 
Further to this request I attach a copy of the letter, dated February 2003, from my head of 
department at the National Centre for English Cultural Tradition (NATCECT), 
University of Sheffield, endorsing my research and requesting MoD co-operation. I 
would be grateful if you could bring this to the attention of the person who is to authorize 
the proposed interview. If you would like me to submit an updated letter please let me 
know. 

If you have any questions further to the proposal above, please let me know. In the 
meantime I wish to thank you for your assistance and look forward to hearing from you, 



Yours sincerely. 



DrDXIarke 
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Attachment 1 



UFO Records currently held at The National Archives, Kew under the '30 year rule* 



AIR 2/18874 
AIR 2/1 8920 
AIR 2/1 8921 
DEFE 24/1206 

AIR 2/18961 
AIR 2/1 8962 
AIR 2/18963 
AIR 2/18964 
AIR 2/18965 
AIR 2/1 8966 
AIR 2/18967 
AIR 2/18968 



UFO correspondence 1974-75 (release: 2006) 
UFO correspondence 1975 (release: 2007) 
UFO correspondence 1976 (release: ?) 
UFO correspondence 1977 (release: 2008) 

UFO reports 1975 (release: 2006) 



AIR 2/18949 
AIR 2/18969 
AIR 2/18970 
AIR 2/18971 
AIR 2/1 8972 
AIR 2/18973 
AIR 2/1 8974 
AIR 2/18975 
AIR 2/18976 
AIR 2/1 8977 
AIR 2/1 8978 



UFO reports 1976 (release : 2007) 



DEFE 24/977 
DEFE 24/978 
DEFE 24/979 
DEFE 71/34 
DEFE 71/35 
DEFE 24/1 207 



UFOs: edited reports 1976-77 (release : 2008) 
UFOs: edited reports 1977 (release: 2008) 
UFOs: edited reports 1977 (release: 2008) 
UFO reports 1977 (release: 2008) 
UFO reports 1977 (release: 2008) 
UFO reports 1978 (release: 2009) 




The University of Sheffield 



The National Centre for English Cultural Tradition 

J C Beal y Director 

J DA Widdowson, Research Professor 

D G Hey> Emeritus Professor (Names Project) 

P S Smith, Associate Director (Memorial University, Newfoundland) 

M H Jones ? Assistant Director 



Sheffield 
_ S1Q2TN 

Tei:f ~ 

Email: [5 
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To whom it may conceiiL : 

I can confirm that Br David Clarke is a post-doctoral researcher based at die National Centre for English 
Cultural Tradition, University of Sheffield. During the past three years Dr Clarke has been collecting 
material relating to the social history of the 'UFO phenomenon' in Britain from 1 947 to present. 

His research has concentrated upon documenting official investigations, drawing upon a wide range of 
sources including material available at the Public Record Office and other public and private archives. 

Dr Clarke is now in the process of preparing an application to the Economic and Social Research Council 
(E.S.R.C.) for funding to undertake a two-year project to further develop his research. 

The E.S.R.C. operates a joint scheme with MOD "designed to stimulate collaboration between research 
establishments and academic institutes" and notes that where research is concerned with "defence issues 
and other areas which may be of interest to the MOD, the MOD may be willing to co-fund the project." 

The proposed research will document the historical context that has formed the basis for the development 
of public policy towards the UFO problem from 1 950 to present It will scrutinize the role of the media and 
other opinion-formers in shaping popular opinion towards 'unidentified flying objects 1 , and discuss how 
this in turn has influenced public policy adopted by MOD. 

i am confident that Dr Clarke's proposal will be of interest to the Ministry of Defence as a historical 
reference work, given the Ministry's responsibility for answering public and media inquiries relating to this 
subject. 

In order for Dr Clarke to undertake his research, it will be necessary for him to make requests for access to 
MOD material currently closed under the Pub he Record Act 1 958. It is our understanding that from 
January 2005 this material will be subject to applications under the Freedom of Information Act, and that 
j}rior to implementation you will be reviewing information "to see what material may be made more 
generally available." 

Given this commitment I hope you will consider a) supporting Dr Clarke's proposal to the E.S.R.C under 
the joint scheme and/orb) considering Dr Clarke's offer of assistance in the process of processing and 
cataloguing your archives, as a part of his research proposal. 

Yours sincerely. 
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Dr Joan C Beal 
Director 
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